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GLOSSARY
Autocratic leadership: a style of management and guidance based on the
assumption that the organization exists to serve the needs and interests of the leader first.
CA International Student Ministries: those ministries in Campus Ambassadors
(CA) focused exclusively on international students attending college in the U.S.
CA membership: people who attend CA weekly meetings on a regular basis. This
may include some who are not currently students.
CA Mexican ministries: those ministries in CA that are based on Mexican
colleges and universities and are primarily focused on Mexican students.
College age: students between the ages of 17 and 25 years.
College ministry: a religious organization that exists to develop the faith and
Christian growth of college students on a college or university campus.
Domestic CA ministries: those CA ministries that focus on American students.
Though these ministries may include a number of international students, the ministries
are not focused exclusively on international students.
Generation: a group of people who are born and live about the same time and
share common characteristics, experiences, values, and beliefs.
Job effectiveness: the capability of producing the desired result expected for a
worker. It includes both the technical skills necessary for the job, as well as those
behaviors that strengthen and promote the organization such as helping other workers in
their jobs and building a positive work environment.
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Job satisfaction: the extent of pleasurable emotional feelings individuals have
about their jobs overall. This differs from cognitive job satisfaction, which is the
evaluation a worker may have about aspects of the job such as salary, hours, and benefits.
Cognitive job satisfaction does not consider the emotional pleasure but only the rational
assessment of the comparison of cognitive aspects with the desires and objectives of the
worker.
Laissez faire leadership: a style of management and guidance where little
direction is given to those who are led unless there is a serious need, problem, or an
obvious failure in the accomplishment of their job.
Millennials or Millennial generation: individuals born between the years of 1982
and 2000.
Paternalistic leadership: a style of management and guidance that views the one
leading as similar to a parent in relationship to those being led. This style puts the
interests of the organization above the interests of the follower.
Preferred leadership style: when given multiple choices, the target group will
consistently select one leadership style over other options.
Servant leadership: a style of management and guidance that puts the
development of the follower as the main concern for a leader, and seeks to encourage
those who are led to perpetuate the same style of management and guidance.
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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this thesis was to determine the leadership style preference of
Millennials. Other areas focused on their loyalty to their bosses, the importance of a
company’s values and social practices, and their preferences about working
independently or collaboratively.
Members of an American college campus ministry were surveyed using an online
survey tool. For the leadership style preference, self-typing paragraphs asked respondents
to choose their preferred style from paragraphs describing autocratic, paternalistic,
servant, and laissez faire leadership styles. The survey was made available primarily to
U.S. students. The ages of the respondents were 18 to 25.
The survey found that servant leadership is the leadership style that best
accommodates Millennials. Based on 261 completed surveys, 85 percent of the
respondents chose servant leadership as their preferred style. The majority of respondents
indicated that the values and social practices of the company for which they worked were
extremely or fairly important to them. They also indicated that they would sacrifice pay
and benefits to work for a company with their preferred values and social practices. The
findings revealed that respondents would leave a job to remain with a boss with whom
they liked to work. They were also willing to sacrifice pay and benefits for a boss they
liked. Concerning their preference to work independently or collaboratively, the
respondents chose both in almost equal numbers with only 51 percent indicating they
preferred to work in groups.
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CHAPTER ONE: DETERMINING LEADERSHIP STYLE
The Problem and Its Context
The problem this project addressed was to ascertain the preferred leadership style
of Campus Ambassadors (CA) members. In response to this problem the researcher a)
studied the style of leadership taught and modeled in the New Testament, b) reviewed
research on common leadership styles, c) reviewed research on common traits and
preferences of college age individuals, d) engaged in field research on the preferred
leadership preferences of college students, and e) developed a theory of the preferred
leadership style of college students.
Delimitations
This research was limited to individuals who currently attend a Campus
Ambassadors ministry within the United States, and are between the ages of 18 and 25.
This was done in order to keep the ages of those studied within the parameters of the
Millennial generation and as such focus the study on Millennials and their unique
differences from the generations that preceded them. Some of them were not currently
students. This research did not include CA’s International Student Ministries, or CA’s
Mexican ministries.
The biblical research was primarily limited to a study of the leadership styles
expressed and modeled in the New Testament.

8
The comparison of Millennial characteristics and preferences to leadership styles
was limited to a consideration of the following four: autocratic, paternalistic, servant, and
laissez faire.
This research was limited to a study of the common traits and preferences of
individuals born between the years of 1982 and 2000.
Assumptions
The first assumption was that the Christian Scriptures are an authoritative source
for faith and practice that provide a beneficial model for Christian leadership.
The second assumption was that a survey offered to the membership of CA will
give a valid, statistical representation of the entire group.
The third assumption was that CA members, ages 18 to 25, have leadership
preferences that are representative of the United States college student population.
The fourth assumption was that self-typing paragraphs, a survey tool, can
ascertain leadership preferences.
Subproblems
The first subproblem was to determine what style of leadership is modeled and
taught in the New Testament.
The second subproblem was to study common traits and preferences of
Millennials and contrast those to common leadership styles.
The third subproblem was to study the application and effectiveness of different
leadership styles with Millennials.
The fourth subproblem was to engage in field research with Millennial CA
members to determine which leadership style they prefer.
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Setting of Project
The setting of this project is a national college campus ministry called Campus
Ambassadors (CA). Though modern campus ministry in the United States traces its roots
to the initial work of InterVarsity Christian Fellowship (IVCF) at the University of
Michigan in 1938, 1 student-led movements can be traced all the way back to Scotland in
the year 1665. A student by the name of Henry Scougal formed a religious society for the
purpose of prayer, Bible study and fellowship. 2 The earliest recorded student group in
North America was a voluntary student religious club at Harvard started in 1723 for the
purpose of worship and encouragement. 3 After IVCF’s beginning in the United States in
1938, the concept of campus ministry gradually caught on and new campus ministry
organizations began to form. In 1951, Bill and Vonette Bright founded a new campus
ministry called Campus Crusade for Christ. 4 Campus Crusade for Christ, now called Cru,
grew quickly using a uniform structure for its ministries and attracting funding with a
well-organized and ambitious marketing approach. The next three decades after Cru’s
launch saw rapid growth in campus ministries across the United States.
CA was founded by William Johnson in 1965 as the college ministry of the
Conservative Baptist Home Mission Society, which later changed its name to “CBHMS,”
then “Mission to the Americas,” and finally “Missions Door.” Johnson had been
appointed to another campus ministry but became concerned that alumni from his
1

Keith Hunt and Gladys M. Hunt, For Christ and the University: The Story of Intervarsity
Christian Fellowship-USA, 1940-1990 (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 1992).
2

Hunt and Hunt, 28.

3

Hunt and Hunt, 32.

4

“Cru at a Glance,” Cru, http://www.cru.org/about-us/ministry-profile-index.htm (accessed
February 5, 2014).
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ministry were not joining churches after graduation. He came to the conclusion that
campus ministry, being a homogeneous group, made a student’s transition to the
heterogeneous church difficult. Johnson then approached Rufus Jones, General Director
of the then Conservative Baptist Home Mission Society, with his idea of a church-related
campus ministry. Jones, who saw the campus as a strategic place for ministry, gave his
approval to the idea and this paved the way for a new category of ministry called Campus
Ambassadors.
Johnson was appointed in 1965 and founded the first CA ministry at Northern
Arizona University in Flagstaff, Arizona. Within four years CA was established at eight
colleges and universities and continued growing until its heyday in the late 1970s, when
CA had 29 ministries and 45 staff. The early 1980s saw a decline in ministries and staff
until by 1988 CA was down to 19 ministries and 36 staff. CA reached a plateau over the
next several years but in 2007 the staff numbers jumped from 44 to 51 and continued
increasing. In February of 2015 CA hit its largest numbers to date with 96 staff and 34
ministries. 5
Though CA began with a single focus of ministering primarily to American
students, in 1982 the ministry expanded to include an international student category that
concentrated on international students studying in the United States. Then in 2004
another new category was launched for planting campus churches. In 2006 CA began
ministry in Mexico at the University of Guadalajara. The focus of this research was the
U.S. ministries focused primarily on American students and those students involved in
the campus church category.

5

Statistics were gathered from internal documents and records kept by Missions Door.
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Importance of Project
The Importance to the Researcher
The researcher has worked with college students since she was in college. With
all those years of experience working with this age group, her passion to see them grow
and develop has steadily increased. Understanding what environments enhance their
growth is important to the researcher. Their preference for leadership style is useful
information that can be employed by leaders to help college age students thrive in their
ministry setting while in college. In her present role as director, the researcher regularly
experiences the tension caused when Millennials try to function under leadership styles
they dislike and do not understand. When an organization is policy-driven rather than
willing to accommodate the needs and preferences of Millennials, Millennials become
frustrated and may leave the organization. Even if they do not leave, morale is negatively
impacted by this conflict with leadership style. Out of these experiences the researcher
has become increasingly concerned that Millennials will only flourish under a certain
type of leadership and would like to further the enquiry into identifying that style, with
the hope that organizations will be able to fully engage Millennials.
Understanding and substantiating the desired leadership style for Millennials has
helped the researcher advocate for the younger staff in CA, who are Millennials
themselves. Creating an organization that is attractive to Millennials is imperative for the
health and longevity of CA. CA needs to retain gifted, trained and experienced staff
instead of constantly recruiting and training new staff with no previous experience. As
important as this is, the ministry also needs to retain Millennial staff because this
demonstrates that CA is relevant to students who are likewise Millennials. If CA cannot
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keep its staff then it is highly unlikely CA will succeed in its goal of reaching students
and training them as leaders. As the Director of Campus Ministries for Missions Door,
insuring the health and success of CA is within the purview of the researcher’s job
description and therefore extremely important to the execution of her job duties.
The Importance to the Researcher’s Immediate Ministry Context
The researcher’s immediate ministry context is college ministry. Knowing the
preferred leadership style of college students is helpful in developing a structure of
campus ministry that has the greatest chance of success for both college students and new
staff. New staff are close in age to students and share many of the same preferences as
college students. For college ministry to grow and expand, it must engage students in the
leadership of the ministry. A ministry that has a style of leadership that is attractive to
students is going to have the greatest success in involving students to their fullest ability.
When students are not happy with the leadership structure or do not feel that a ministry
embraces them and their gifts, these students will seek other ministries. For CA to thrive
the ministry must retain its Millennial staff and that is unlikely to happen if the leadership
style of CA or the parent organization is in conflict with the preferred leadership style of
Millennials. Offering evidence of Millennials’ preferred style of leadership may be used
to make adjustments in the organizational leadership practice of CA and Missions Door.
These changes have the potential to make CA more effective and stronger in its work on
college campuses.
The Importance to the Church and World at Large
Millennials are entering the church and the workplace in increasing numbers.
Each year more of them graduate from high school and college and become active

13
members of churches and part of the work force. Churches are always one generation
away from dying, meaning that at the point a church fails to reach and retain the next
generation it will cease to exist as the previous generation dies out. This makes engaging
each new generation a life and death matter for the church. If the church fails to attract
and incorporate Millennials in its leadership and programs, its demise is only a matter of
time. Understanding Millennials is therefore not just a good strategy for a growing church
but a critical task for any church that desires to exist in the future.
For the world at large the need is much same. In the corporate world, retaining
workers impacts the bottom line. It is costly to replace and train new workers. Job
satisfaction can impact productivity, as frustrated employees call in sick and give
lackluster performances in executing their duties. 6 This makes understanding the
preferences of Millennials imperative for corporations and organizations that intend to
thrive. If Millennials are unhappy with the leadership style at work they will leave or
worse yet remain and contaminate the workplace with attitudes of dissatisfaction and
discontent.
Few organizations, religious or corporate, can risk ignoring the preferences of
Millennials. Though the focus of this research is one nonprofit religious organization, the
findings have implications for the greater world. The same motivational factors will exist
for Millennials in a Christian group on a college campus as for Millennials in the
workforce. This small study may well inform the greater world about steps to take to
incorporate Millennials and result in strengthening whatever mission or purpose they
have.
6

M. M. Petty, Gail W. McGee, and Jerry W. Cavender. “A Meta-analysis of the Relationships
between Individual Job Satisfaction and Individual Performance,” The Academy of Management Review 9,
no.4 (1984): 719.
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Data and Methodology
Nature of the Research
The research for this thesis was a quantitative study of the leadership preferences
of CA students. An online survey tool was used to gather data and correlation software
was employed to analyze the results.
Data
Primary Data
The primary data was an online survey offered to CA members. The survey
included some background questions and then self-typing paragraphs were used to
determine the leadership style preference. This cross sectional survey was gathered from
members across the country and met accepted sample size guidelines. 7
Secondary Data
The secondary data was a review of New Testament practice and theology of
leadership as well as a review of the literature concerning leadership styles, servant
leadership, Millennial characteristics, and Millennial leadership preferences.
Project Overview
The first step in this project was a review of the New Testament to determine
which leadership style best fits the teaching on and positive practice of leadership in the
life of Jesus and the early church. This step included consideration of the New Testament
examples of teaching and practice that substantiate the positive presence of James Laub’s
six characteristics of servant leadership: values people, develops people, builds
7

Robert V. Krejcie and Daryle W. Morgan, “Determining Sample Size for Research Activities,”
Educational and Psychological Measurement 30, no. 3 (1970).
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community, displays authenticity, provides leadership and shares leadership. 8 To provide
greater context, consideration was given to hierarchical practices in the Old Testament
and in the early church following the New Testament period.
The second step was a review of the literature on common leadership styles,
servant leadership, Millennial characteristics as related to leadership styles, and
Millennial leadership preferences.
The third step was the design, pretest, and execution of the online survey. The
survey results were collected and correlated using Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences (SPSS) software.
The fourth step was to analyze the results of the survey to determine whether the
hypothesis that CA members prefer servant leadership is supported, found to be
inconclusive, or nullified. Once this step was complete, results were reported and
implications recorded.
Subproblem Treatment
Subproblem One
The first subproblem was to determine the style of leadership modeled and taught
in the New Testament. Through observation, exegesis, research from other biblical
scholars, and the researcher’s own insights into the New Testament, the researcher
formed conclusions about the leadership style taught and modeled in the New Testament.
As part of this study, the researcher studied the New Testament for positive teaching and
examples of Laub’s six characteristics of servant leadership: values people, develops
8

James Alan Laub, “From Paternalism to Servant Organization: Expanding the Organizational
Leadership Assessment (OLA) Model,” in Servant Leadership Research Roundtable (Virginia Beach, VA:
The School of Leadership Studies, Regent University, 2003), 3.
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people, builds community, displays authenticity, provides leadership and shares
leadership. 9 The researcher then considered the hierarchical leadership practices of both
the Old Testament and the early church to determine their connection to the practices and
teachings in the New Testament.
Subproblem Two
The second subproblem was the study of the common traits and preferences of
Millennials. These traits were then contrasted to four leadership styles: autocratic,
paternalistic, servant, and laissez faire. The data was then systematically organized to
form conclusions about the common traits and preferences of Millennials and to
determine which leadership style appeared to match those traits and preferences.
Subproblem Three
The third subproblem was the study of the application and effectiveness of
different leadership styles with Millennials. The data was systematically organized to
form theoretical conclusions about which leadership styles are preferred by and effective
with Millennials.
Subproblem Four
The fourth subproblem was field research done with Millennial CA members to
determine which of the following four leadership styles they preferred: autocratic,
paternalistic, servant, or laissez faire. An online survey was utilized and the results were
analyzed using SPSS software. The data results were examined by the researcher to
determine whether there was evidence that servant leadership was the preferred
leadership style of CA members.
9

Laub, 7.
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CHAPTER TWO: A BIBLICAL BASIS FOR SERVANT LEADERSHIP
Introduction
People are captivated by the topic of strong and successful leadership. Without
good leadership, movements fizzle and civilizations die. On a far smaller scale,
organizations like CA will either thrive under good leadership or languish because the
organization fails to connect with the type of leadership students gravitate to and are
inspired by. The purpose of this research is to determine the preferred leadership style of
CA members, but it is ill-advised to proceed without first considering the teaching on and
examples of leadership in Scripture. No one understands humanity better than God and
his wisdom on leadership applies as much to today’s Millennials as it did to humanity
during biblical times.
In his teachings, Jesus makes it clear that leadership is not a matter of power and
position but a matter of service and of holding power in trust for another person. The
model of leadership presented by Jesus is clearly a rebuff of the hierarchical or autocratic
model common among the Gentiles. Leadership is not to be about honor or station but
about serving the needs of the follower. Leadership should be sacrificial and Jesus makes
it clear that his followers are not to take their leadership style from the Gentiles, meaning
those outside the community of faith, but from his own example.
In contrast to the teachings of Christ on leadership, the church and Christian
organizations have more often than not modeled their leadership style on secular business
practices. For many large churches in America the senior pastor resembles more of a
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chief executive officer (CEO) who also happens to preach on Sundays. 1 David Berger
raises this question about suggested guidelines for pastors of large churches put out by
the Lutheran Church Missouri Synod: “Does the proposed model turn the shepherd of the
flock into an executive—the leader of the corporation?” 2 Berger is responding to a trend
in large churches to model the corporate world in structure and practice, and he raises the
question of whether God ever intended church leadership to follow this model.
As churches were modeling their leadership on the secular business world, Robert
Greenleaf began challenging those leadership practices. In 1970 he introduced the
concept of “servant leadership” to the business world in his now famous essay, “The
Servant as Leader.” 3 In this new style of leading, Greenleaf defines leadership in terms
that sounded much more like the principles Jesus presented to his followers. Ironically for
some churches, it was Greenleaf and not Jesus who changed their concept of appropriate
church leadership.
Jesus’ Teaching on Leadership
Though Greenleaf and other writers on servant leadership develop and elaborate
on the concept, much of what they came to identify as servant leadership can be found in
the New Testament. Some examples of New Testament church structure are vague or
could be interpreted as merely preference, but that does not seem to be the case with
Jesus’ teaching on leadership. He approaches the subject with clear commands and makes

1

Marlis McCollum, “Senior Pastor or CEO? The Challenges of Balance in Large Church
Leadership,” Congregations 31, no. 1 (2005).
2
3

David O. Berger, “The SP as CEO, CFO, CPO, COO,” Concordia Journal 33, no. 2 (2007): 115.

Robert K. Greenleaf, Servant Leadership: A Journey into the Nature of Legitimate Power and
Greatness (New York: Paulist Press, 1977).
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it obvious that some of the common leadership styles of that day were not to be followed
by his disciples.
The most direct teaching on leadership style presented by Jesus comes at the end
of his ministry. The incident is recorded in both the Gospel of Mark (Mark 10:42-45) 4
and the Gospel of Matthew (Matt. 20:20-28), and again during the Passover observance
on the night that Jesus was betrayed (Luke 22:24-30). In each case Jesus’ words are given
to the twelve disciples and the timing emphasizes how important the subject is. Jesus has
little time to complete his training of the disciples before he will be arrested and
executed. In Mark and Matthew, Jesus predicts his death for the third time in the text
immediately preceding this teaching. Jesus is now focused on his death and the end of his
earthly ministry and it is within this context that he teaches his followers those final and
most important doctrines. Now is a last chance to emphasize the critical truths that Jesus
wanted the disciples to grasp.
After arguing about who is the greatest, the sons of Zebedee ask if they might sit
in places of honor next to Christ. His answer enlightens his followers on his view of
leadership.
Jesus called them together and said, “You know that those who are
regarded as rulers of the Gentiles lord it over them, and their high officials
exercise authority over them. Not so with you. Instead, whoever wants to
become great among you must be your servant, and whoever wants to be
first must be slave of all. For even the Son of Man did not come to be
served but to serve, and to give his life as a ransom for many” (Mark
10:42-45).
Jesus is about to enter Jerusalem where he will spend the final week of his earthly
ministry when James and John come to him asking to sit at his right and his left in glory.
4

All biblical references are from The Holy Bible, Today’s New International Version (Grand
Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 2006).
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This request makes the other disciples indignant. In Matthew the request comes from the
mother of James and John (Matt. 20:20). The fact that Matthew records the same
indignant response from the other disciples indicates that they understood that the request
came from James and John and that their mother was only acting as their agent in making
the request to Jesus. 5
Jesus’ response to them in teaching about leadership makes it obvious that James
and John were asking for places of honor. They sought the prestige given to secular
rulers. In reality, it was not long after this that Jesus was hanging on a cross with two
common criminals on his right and on his left as he died. Jesus was trying to prepare his
followers for his coming death and instead he finds himself responding to an argument
between them. Jesus is thinking about his ultimate sacrifice on the cross and the disciples
are concerned with who will have the places of honor.
Jesus’ answer begins by reminding them of the “cup” they will have to drink and
the baptism they will endure. This is an indication that following him would result in
their future suffering, which happened: James was executed by Herod Agrippa I in
Jerusalem (Acts 12:2) and John was banished to Patmos (Rev. 1:9). Jesus then tells James
and John that these positions of honor are not his to give but have been already prepared.
As the other disciples express their irritation toward James and John for the
brothers’ request, Jesus decides to teach on servant leadership. He begins by contrasting
the leadership practices of the Gentiles with his expectations for his followers. Jesus
chooses two words to describe the leadership of the Gentile rulers. The first is

5

R.V.G. Tasker, Tyndale New Testament Commentaries, vol. 1, Matthew: An Introduction and
Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1979), 193.
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katakurieuo, which translates “to lord against” and means to rule over, control, conquer
or subjugate. 6 In Acts 19:16 katakurieuo is used to describe a man with an evil spirit
jumping on people and overpowering them. The second word used by Jesus to describe
the leadership of the Gentile rulers is katexousiaz, which means to exercise or misuse the
authority of one’s office. 7 This word is only used twice in the New Testament in the
Mark and Matthew accounts of this teaching by Jesus.
Juxtaposed against this description, Jesus tells his disciples that if they desire to
be great or first they must be the servant or even the slave of all. Servant is the Greek
word diakonos, meaning a servant or a person who waits on tables or sees to household
needs. In secular writings this word could describe service that was unworthy of a free
person or it could mean service to a god or one’s community, which was considered
fitting for a free person. 8 This word was later used to describe the office of deacon, which
is a transliteration of the word diakonos but this is not the intended meaning here as
evidenced by the use of the word for slave as another example in the next sentence. The
word translated “slave” is doulos. It means one who belongs to another and who is under
another’s control. 9 Though a slave was not always mistreated, a slave was always
expected to serve the needs of the master.

6

Colin Brown, ed., The New International Dictionary of New Testament Theology, 3 vols. (Grand
Rapids, MI.: Zondervan Publishing House, 1975), 2:510.
7

Brown, 2:607.

8

Brown, 3:545.

9

Brown, 3:592.
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Jesus summarizes by reminding them that even he did not come to be served but
to serve and sacrifice his life for many. The Apostle Paul expands on this subject in when
he says,
In your relationships with one another, have the same attitude of mind Christ
Jesus had: Who, being in very nature God, did not consider equality with God
something to be used to his own advantage; rather, he made himself nothing by
taking the very nature of a servant, being made in human likeness. And being
found in appearance as a human being, he humbled himself by becoming obedient
to death—even death on a cross! (Phil. 2:5-8).
Paul uses the word doulos here to describe Jesus’ nature and goes on to say that
Jesus’ willingness to humbly submit to death on the cross is an example of the attitude
produced from this nature. It is therefore, according to Paul, this servant nature that leads
to Jesus’ sacrificial death for those who would follow him.
Jesus’ public ministry on earth lasts only three years. Although he fails to teach
on many subjects, leadership is not an area Jesus left up to chance. Rather he teaches and
exhibits a strong servant leadership model that becomes the foundation of the early
church structure and practice. His teaching is radical and counter to the popular
understanding of leadership. His instruction is not a cultural adaptation but a divine
command. There is nothing in the text to suggest it is temporary but every indication that
it applies as much today for Millennials as it did in Jesus’ day.
Jesus’ Example Regarding Leadership
In his teaching Jesus gave his own actions as a model for his followers in
leadership. Therefore it behooves those seeking effective leadership to consider his style
of leadership. Jesus’ commitment to servant leadership is underscored on his last night
with his disciples, only hours before he was arrested. The setting for the events that night
is significant for Jesus knew his time on earth was almost over. With little time left to
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teach, Jesus chooses to instruct them in servanthood. Of all the topics he could have
selected to review with them, it is the need to serve one another that he chooses. He does
this by modeling servanthood himself. The event is described in John 13:
It was just before the Passover Festival. Jesus knew that the hour had come for
him to leave this world and go to the Father. Having loved his own who were in
the world, he loved them to the end.
The evening meal was in progress, and the devil had already prompted Judas, the
son of Simon Iscariot, to betray Jesus. Jesus knew that the Father had put all
things under his power, and that he had come from God and was returning to God;
so he got up from the meal, took off his outer clothing, and wrapped a towel
around his waist. After that, he poured water into a basin and began to wash his
disciples’ feet, drying them with the towel that was wrapped around him.
He came to Simon Peter, who said to him, “Lord, are you going to wash my
feet?”
Jesus replied, “You do not realize now what I am doing but later you will
understand.”
“No,” said Peter, “you shall never wash my feet.”
Jesus answered, “Unless I wash you, you have no part with me.”
“Then, Lord,” Simon Peter replied, “not just my feet but my hands and my head
as well!” (John 13:1-9).
In this passage, Jesus takes off his outer clothing, wraps a towel around his waist,
and begins to wash the disciples’ feet. The disciples are confused by Jesus’ actions since
slaves and servants, not rabbis, washed the feet of guests. Peter voices their confusion by
telling Jesus “no” in verse eight, though he quickly changes his response when Jesus says
if he doesn’t wash Peter’s feet, then Peter has no part with him. Peter, and likely the
others present, feel that for Jesus to wash their feet is beneath his dignity as their teacher.
According to the conventional wisdom on leadership of that day Jesus’ actions are
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beneath him but he wants to present a different concept of leadership. For Jesus,
leadership is serving the needs of the follower and not about one’s status as a leader.
In this encounter, Jesus’ servant leadership style is not readily accepted by Peter
and perhaps others of the disciples. Jesus seeks to overcome that resistance and move
Peter to a place of accepting his servant actions. Jesus makes it clear that for Peter to be
part of his plan, he must accept this. In this exchange, one can see that servant leadership
is not about the follower dictating what will happen but about the leader guiding the
follower, even in the face of resistance. Jesus is unequivocal in his desired goal and
forceful in his leadership style. This characteristic of servant leadership is often
misunderstood. To be a servant leader means to do what is best for the followers, even if
they cannot see exactly what that looks like. It is not done with a paternalistic attitude but
by guiding the follower to a place of understanding and agreement with the action. The
end result is that the follower will be able to take future action independent of the leader
and ultimately become a servant leader as well.
Also noteworthy is verse three which says, “Jesus knew that the Father had put all
things under his power, and that he had come from God and was returning to God.”
Jesus’ act of servanthood is modeled from a position of power. All things are under
Jesus’ power and he not only comes from God but is returning to God. From this position
Jesus chooses to take on the role of a servant and leaves this final example for his
followers. To be sure that his point is not lost, Jesus ends this time by reminding them
that he is their Lord and Teacher, and that if he as their leader takes on the role of a
servant, they must follow his example and wash one another’s feet.
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It is not clear what, if anything, prompted Jesus to wash the disciples’ feet but
Luke tells us that at some point in the night Jesus reiterated his teaching about leadership
from earlier in his ministry. He does this once again in response to a dispute among the
disciples.
A dispute also arose among them as to which of them was considered to be
greatest. Jesus said to them, “The kings of the Gentiles lord it over them; and
those who exercise authority over them call themselves Benefactors. But you are
not to be like that. Instead, the greatest among you should be like the youngest,
and the one who rules like the one who serves. For who is greater, the one who is
at the table or the one who serves? Is it not the one who is at the table? But I am
among you as one who serves” (Luke 22:24-27).
There are several differences between Luke’s account and the Mark and Mathew
accounts in which Jesus teaches on leadership. This may indicate that this is not the same
event, which only Luke places in the upper room, but a similar teaching prompted by a
recurring dispute over who is the greatest. Whether it is the same event or not, it is an
event recorded in each of the Synoptic Gospels and therefore important to each writer.
Servanthood, as distinct from what was commonly understood as leadership
during Jesus’ time, is important enough to Jesus that he concluded his earthly ministry
with this profound example and teaching. His act of washing the disciples’ feet is
intended to shock them and as such to be memorable. His decision to so vividly
emphasize this teaching on the night he will be betrayed demonstrates how important it is
to him and how important it should be to anyone seeking an understanding of leadership.
It is not an optional practice but a core theology that Jesus wants his followers to
understand as his church prepares to fulfill his Great Commission (Matt. 28:18-20).
Perhaps most important to those seeking effective leadership within the church is the
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understanding that servant leadership is the style of leadership advocated by Jesus, God
incarnate, for his church and his people.
A New Testament Comparison with Laub’s Servant Leadership
Jesus taught about being a “servant” and Greenleaf popularized the phrase
“servant leadership” but that does not guarantee that Jesus’ concept of servant leadership
and the concept used today in leadership theory is the same. However, if they are similar,
an examination of the New Testament should support some of the elements put forth by
Greenleaf and those who followed him in servant leadership theory.
As the tenets of servant leadership developed, many characteristics came to be
consistently associated with the practice of servant leadership. One writer who adds to the
understanding of servant leadership is James Laub. In 2003, Laub summarizes the
characteristics of a servant leader into six broad categories: values people, develops
people, builds community, displays authenticity, provides leadership and shares
leadership. 10 The New Testament validates each of these themes in the teaching and
through the examples of Jesus, the disciples, and the leaders of the early church.
Expanding on valuing people, Laub explains that a servant leader does so in part
by believing in people. 11 A great example is recorded by Luke in Acts. Barnabas
expresses his belief in John Mark, even after he abandoned Paul and Barnabas in
Pamphylia (Acts 15:38). Barnabas and Paul disagree so strongly on this issue that they
separate, with Barnabas taking Mark along with him. Though Luke does not give any
opinion on who was correct, Mark is mentioned later as being part of Paul’s group (Col.
4:10 and Philem. 24) and eventually Paul requests that Mark be sent to him toward the
10
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end of his ministry explaining, “because he is helpful to me in my ministry” (2 Tim.
4:11). By all appearances, Barnabas’ assessment of Mark was correct and his belief in
Mark’s ability to overcome his past failure stands as a positive example in the New
Testament.
Laub further elaborates on valuing people by describing it as serving others’
needs before one’s own. 12 One of the strongest examples of this is the Apostle Paul’s
description of his relationship with the Thessalonian church as similar to a nursing
mother caring for her children (1 Thess. 2:7). In a beautiful picture of his relationship, he
speaks of his tender care for the Thessalonian believers. This includes being careful to
not be a burden to them; Paul puts their needs before his own, explaining that he “worked
night and day in order not to be a burden to anyone while we preached the gospel of God
to you” (1 Thess. 2:9). In this example the Apostle Paul is not expecting the
Thessalonians to serve his needs but rather he is willing to sacrifice for their needs.
In Jesus’ ministry, he demonstrates the value he holds for people in examples
such as his healing of Bartimaeus (Mark 10:46-52). After calling Bartimaeus to him he
asked him, “What do you want me to do for you?” Bartimaeus’s need is obvious, so why
does Jesus ask his question? The answer lies in a pattern of respect that Jesus gives every
person. He does not heal in a perfunctory manner. Rather he shows great respect for
Bartimaeus by asking him what he wants Jesus to do. Only after receiving Bartimaeus’s
request does he act on it.
These examples illustrate the value Jesus and Paul both held for the people they
ministered to and are supported by Paul’s teaching. Paul tells the Philippians to “be
humble, thinking of others as better than yourselves. Don’t look out only for your own
12
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interests but take an interest in others, too” (Phil. 2:3-4). In these examples the New
Testament affirms the same principles that are found in Laub’s elements of valuing
people.
Laub’s second characteristic of a leader is that a leader develops people. A leader
does this by providing opportunities for growth. 13 For a New Testament example of this,
one need only look to Jesus’ relationship with his disciples. For three years he poured
himself into the Twelve by teaching them. He then sends them out with detailed
instructions (Matt. 10:5-42). At this point Jesus is helping the disciples to move from a
passive learning model where they listen to him teach to an active learning model where
they are beginning to do the ministry themselves with Jesus’ instructions to guide them.
At other times Jesus answers the disciples’ questions and even corrects them for their
failures (Matt. 17:19-21). These opportunities for growth are important to the
development of the disciples.
The same careful development of people is evident in Paul’s relationships with
Timothy and Titus. In his letters to both, Paul gives thorough instructions. Several New
Testament passages state that Paul took Timothy and Titus with him on some of his
travels (Acts 17:15; Col. 1:1; 1 Thess. 3:6; Gal. 2:1). Paul refers to both of them as his
sons and delegates ministry responsibilities to them (1 Tim. 1:2; 2 Tim. 1: 2; Titus 1:4-5;
Phil. 2:19; 2 Cor. 8:17, 23). Paul, like Jesus, carefully develops those he leads, giving
them opportunities to lead and constant instruction in how they should lead.
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The third characteristic of a leader is building community and working
collaboratively. 14 The very nature of the church is embodied in this characteristic. Never
were Christians intended to operate in independence of each other but in interdependence
as a community with all members using their spiritual gifts for the common good of the
community (Rom. 12, 1 Cor. 12, Eph. 4). Spiritual gifts are to function in the same
manner as a body, with everyone doing their part and respecting the gifts of others even
though they are different (1 Cor. 12:12-26). This metaphor presents a team concept to
ministry, especially when the leadership offices of Ephesians 4 are combined with the
body metaphor of 1 Corinthians 12. The example is not of one leader having every gift
but of many leaders bringing their gifts into a team and employing them for the building
up of the church (Eph. 4:12).
In Hebrews, the author encourages readers to persevere in the faith by spurring
“one another toward love and good deeds” (Heb. 10:24). To emphasize the significance
of helping one another persevere, the next verse specifically states that they should not
give up meeting together but rather should encourage one another. In these instructions
the command to work together as a community is put forth as the way to insure
perseverance and followed with the caution not to discontinue meeting together. A clear
picture of a community supporting one another is presented as the ideal.
Laub’s fourth characteristic of displaying authenticity is a theme that is common
in the New Testament. 15 Jesus commands that a person should simply answer with “yes”
or “no” rather than swearing on an object or person (Matt. 5:37). Paul tells his readers to
have nothing to do with darkness but to expose it (Eph. 5:11-12). Then in his second
14
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letter to the Corinthians he instructs them to do nothing that will discredit their ministry
(2 Cor. 6:3-10).
When Paul addresses the expectations for leaders, the need for authenticity
becomes even more apparent. In several places in the New Testament, Paul gives
qualifications for elders and deacons. In those qualifications he mentions that an elder
must have a good reputation outside the church (1 Tim. 3:7), and must be respectable (1
Tim. 3:2), and above reproach (1 Tim. 3:2; Titus 1:6). He says deacons too must be
respectable, blameless, and sincere (1 Tim. 3:8-9). To be respectable and above reproach
requires authenticity. The definition of sincere 16 is to be genuine and real, not false or
fake. 17 All of these requirements for elders and deacons support the requirement that New
Testament leadership was to be authentic.
Providing leadership is Laub’s fifth characteristic. 18 As evidence of this
characteristic one only needs to step back and admire the fruit of the leadership provided
first by Jesus and second by his disciples. The early church exploded in growth based on
the teaching of the apostles (Acts 6:7; 2:47). Paul’s life is one of taking initiative as he
makes multiple missionary journeys to spread the Gospel. The obvious strong leadership
of Jesus and his disciples results in a church that spread rapidly to the known world. In
300 years the church goes from a small persecuted sect to an established and accepted
religion during the reign of Emperor Constantine. This rapid spread provides evidence of
the strong leadership in operation within the early church. Without that leadership the
16
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church would have collapsed under the persecution of the first few centuries. Instead it
flourishes, providing evidence of the effective leadership style of those leading.
The final characteristic presented by Laub is sharing power. 19 The establishment
of elders in each church (Titus 1:5-8) and the Jerusalem Council (Acts 15) both
demonstrate a structure of shared power or team leadership. The greatest example of
releasing control comes in the response of the Jewish church leaders to embrace Gentiles
within the church as partners and co-laborers. As an outcome of the Jerusalem Council
(Acts 15), the leadership of the church allowed Gentiles to form non-Jewish churches that
were free of some of the restrictions of the Jewish law. This controversial decision of
sharing power with the Gentiles and accepting their culturally Gentile churches gives
strong evidence of the sixth characteristic of servant leadership.
In an example of sharing power that is just as controversial, the New Testament
church included women in many significant roles. Though the debate about women in
church offices such as deacon and apostle (Rom. 16:1, 7; 1 Tim. 3:11) are beyond the
scope of this chapter, there is strong evidence that women held leadership positions early
in the life of the church. Seven tombs spread from Crete to Northern Africa list women as
elders. 20 In comprehensive research of early church literary sources, Kevin Madigan and
Carolyn Osiek compiled 107 references to women deacons. 21 Combined with the
apparent listing of Phoebe as a deacon and Junia as an apostle in Romans 16, it seems
likely that power was shared even with women in the early church. This stands in contrast
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to the role of women outside the church during New Testament times. Though it varied in
different locations, and within Greek and Jewish cultures, it was still restrictive compared
to the confirmed practice of the early church. 22
Using just one writer’s list of servant leader characteristics and comparing it to
the New Testament and early church practices there is strong support for servant
leadership even beyond the specific passages on servant leadership. From valuing people
to sharing power, 23 support for each of Laub’s characteristics is found in the New
Testament, which further underscores the strength of servant leadership as the preferred
biblical model for leading.
Reconciling Past and Future Hierarchical Leadership with the New Testament
Despite the teachings on and modeling of leadership in the New Testament, the
problem of hierarchical structures still exists in both in the Old Testament and in the early
church. To understand how these came about, a quick survey of Old and New Testament
leadership structure, followed by early church practice, will give a greater context to this
discussion. At issue is whether these practices were ill-advised exceptions or whether
they give evidence that at times a hierarchical structure is better.
Old Testament Leadership Structure
Though this research has focused on the New Testament, it is also helpful to
consider Jewish leadership in the Old Testament. It was out of this tradition, along with
Greek and Roman culture, that the New Testament church develops. The example of the
monarchy in the Old Testament might lead some to question the assertion that God’s
22
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preferred leadership style is that of a more democratic, servant leadership. A more indepth look at leadership in the Old Testament, however, demonstrates that this conclusion
is not warranted.
Israel was initially governed by tribal rulers and a series of charismatic judges
who were selected by God to lead his people. Though there is a list of leaders who held
significant influence, this structure was more democratic than hierarchical. No tribe ruled
the others but all tribes had a voice in decisions and at any time could and did operate
independently of each other (Judg. 8:1). Judges arose typically when the people “did evil
in the eyes of the Lord” (Judg. 3:7) and God responded by sending a deliverer to them
(Judg. 3:9). These judges ruled both militarily, as in the case of Gideon (Judg. 6), and
also in a judicial capacity, as in the case of Deborah (Judg. 4:5). Though many judges had
great power, it seems to arise from the charismatic leadership of the person chosen by
God at a crucial time and ends with their death. Only Abimilech, son of Gideon, steps
into the position of judge by right of being Gideon’s heir, and that position quickly
dissolves for Abimilech. God eventually removes Abimilech for killing his brothers, and
Israel once again rejects the idea of a sovereign ruler whose children inherit the right to
rule (Judg. 9).
Though many of Israel’s neighboring nations had kings, Israel did not adopt this
style of leadership until later than many (1 Sam. 8:5). Eventually the people demand that
a king rule them, so they can be like the other nations around them. God tells Samuel to
listen to the people but he makes it clear that they are rejecting him as their king and tells
Samuel to warn them of the abuse their future kings would exercise one day (1 Sam. 8:79). Though the people ask for a king, the quick dissolution of the single kingdom speaks
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to their uneasy acceptance of a monarchy. Even when the kingdom is united, Israel seems
anything but united as Saul attempts to kill David and his men. Then later David’s son
Absalom attempts to forcibly overthrow David (2 Sam. 15). By Israel’s third king the
kingdom divides into two and God’s warning becomes a reality with a series of often
corrupt monarchs ruling both Jewish nations. After the monarchies of the Northern and
Southern tribes are dissolved, Israel never again seeks the same hierarchical structure. In
summarizing Jewish political history, Daniel Elazar describes the usefulness of
hierarchical forms of governance but then concludes, “This kind of government went
against the grain of Jewish political culture from earliest times, even when the Jews were
concentrated in one land. Once they were scattered, and without any state whatsoever,
this form of political organization was utterly impractical.” 24 More than impractical, the
exercise of a more autocratic form of leadership was not in keeping with Jewish culture.
It was the exception, and led not to success but to widespread rebellion against God from
Israel’s monarch down to the general population of God’s people.
So though Israel was at one time under a hierarchical structure, it was never
God’s design nor was it a structure that fit with Jewish culture. The monarchy was
regularly used to abuse power and more often than not opposed God’s commandments.
Though God allowed this system, it can neither be said he wanted it nor that it was
beneficial to Israel’s faithfulness in following God. God is not concerned with the
accumulation of power or national strength but with obedience. God’s plan was that
Israel would bless the nations as neighboring countries were introduced to him and his
ultimate goal is for all peoples to one day worship him together (Gen. 12:2-3; Rev. 5:9).
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Giving a large amount of power to one king rarely led to success in accomplishing God’s
plan for all peoples. It is hard to judge whether the period of the judges was any more
successful for God’s plan but certainly the argument cannot be supported that a
hierarchical structure was better from a leadership perspective.
New Testament Leadership Structure
By the time of the New Testament, the monarchy is a distant memory and the
Jewish people are under Roman domination and control. Though Jesus and the apostles
do not discuss or compare governance models, the New Testament does reveal leadership
structure in practice and in doing so presents a glimpse of the type of structure preferred
by the newly formed church. This becomes important because the leadership structure
eventually takes a hierarchical direction. This raises a question: is the early church
following the New Testament structure or is this move in contrast and perhaps even
opposition to the structure first put in place in the church?
An example of New Testament leadership structure, as it is initially developed, is
the formation of the office of deacon in Acts 6. To address a problem with the unequal
distribution of food to widows, the disciples appoint seven men to oversee the ministry.
The text uses the word diakonos, from which the name for the office of deacon is derived,
to describe their ministry. This new office presents a plural leadership model and the title
underscores the servant nature of the position.
A strong case study of a decidedly more team-oriented leadership model than a
positional leadership model is found in Acts chapter 15. A disagreement has arisen in the
churches as to whether Gentiles must be circumcised or not. Paul and Barnabas are
appointed by the church at Antioch, along with some others, to go to Jerusalem to talk to
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the apostles and elders in Jerusalem about this question (Acts 15:2). The dispute clearly
involves Paul and Barnabas personally and yet they do not make the decision to rebuke
those teaching that circumcision is necessary for salvation. Rather the church appoints
Paul and Barnabas and some others to represent their concern in Jerusalem. Despite
Paul’s and Barnabas’ respected positions in the church they make no autocratic decision
here but instead the church evidently makes the decision as a body.
When Paul and Barnabas reach Jerusalem, they speak before the Council, as do
those from the Pharisees who are proponents of the position that Gentiles must be
circumcised and follow the Old Testament law. The apostles and elders then meet to
consider the question as to what of the law must be observed by Gentiles (Acts 15:6).
Peter makes a case for not requiring circumcision for Gentiles and is followed by Paul
and Barnabas who describe all the signs and wonders that had happened among the
Gentiles. Finally James quotes the prophet Amos who spoke of a time when the Messiah
would rule over all nations (Amos 9:11-12). James then says, “It is my judgment,
therefore, that we should not make it difficult for the Gentiles who are turning to God.
Instead we should write them, telling them to abstain from food polluted by idols, sexual
immorality, from the meat of strangled animals and from blood” (Acts 15:19-20). Based
on the deliberation beforehand and James’ use of the pronoun “we,” the evidence
indicates that James is giving his opinion and suggesting what should be done. His ideas
are ultimately accepted. At that point the apostles and elders, with the whole church,
chose a delegation to accompany the letter to the Gentiles (Acts 15:22). The example
seen here is of a team of leaders making a decision and then acting on that decision. No
one person decided but rather a team of leaders contributed ideas and eventually chose to
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accept James’ recommendation. This example of the early church convening a council
and resolving an area of disagreement supports the argument that from the beginning the
churches in the New Testament are practicing a team leadership model and not a
positional leadership model where one person makes the ultimate decision about what to
do.
The Jerusalem Council described in Acts 15 provides a detailed picture of how
decisions were made but it does not provide the only evidence of a team leadership
model. Plural elder rule rather than primarily a single leader model provides another
strong example that plural leadership was practiced in the New Testament (Acts 11:30,
14:23, 15:2-23, 16:4, 20:17, 21:18; 1 Tim. 4:14, 5:17, 5:20; Titus 1:5; James 5:14; 1 Pet.
5:1). Of the eighteen passages that mention church leadership, fifteen are plural and the
remaining three, which speak of a single leader, are compatible with the concept of plural
leadership. 25 According to Justin Irving, “Even in the cases of individual leaders such as
Timothy and Titus, their roles in Ephesus and Crete accordingly were in collaboration
with Paul and sending churches, and were meant as transitional roles in which plural
forms of leadership would be established.” 26 Timothy and Titus cannot be given as clear
examples of rule by a single leader in the New Testament church but rather are more
closely associated with the role of church planter. They are responsible to establish the
plural leadership in each of the new church plants following Paul’s missionary trips
(Titus 1:5).
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The structure in the New Testament indicates primarily a plural leadership model
based on servant leadership. Though the disciples play a significant role in leadership, the
structures created from the beginning move the infant church toward a non-hierarchical
structure. Almost immediately, even the influential apostles shared their leadership with
the elders of the different churches, as seen in Acts 15. Decisions are made as a group
and appointing plural elders in each church is an intentional strategy.
The Adoption of a New Structure for the Church
Out of a Jewish tribal culture that was more democratic, the New Testament
church moves firmly to a similarly democratic structure of plural leadership. The plural
eldership model is only one component of servant leadership but it is an important one. It
provides some protection from an autocratic leader stepping into the position and ruling
from a place of power. The plural elder model provides balance by mitigating damaging
individual decisions and weaknesses. It is less likely that an entire group will go astray
and more likely that God’s concerns will be represented by someone. 27 It is not perfect
but it does put into place some natural checks and balances and mitigates the human
tendency to ascribe self-serving prominence and status to a leadership position. This
makes the transition from the New Testament plural eldership model to a more
hierarchical model unfortunate and that much more tragic, as the change removes some
of those checks and balances and sets up a situation in which some bishops will strive to
gain dominance over the other bishops. 28 These power struggles are a stark departure

27

Strauch, 40-44.

28

Bruce L. Shelley, Church History in Plain Language (Dallas, TX: Word Publishing, 1995), 137.

39
from Jesus’ admonition for leaders to put the interest of others before their own (Mark
10:43-44).
This change does not happen overnight but is gradual. Exactly how it happens is
not completely obvious but the change centers initially on the creation of a separate
leadership office of bishop. In Titus 1:5-8, Paul refers to instructions he had given to
Titus to appoint elders, using the plural form, in every town. He follows that with
qualifications for elders. He interchanges the word presbyteros, meaning elder, for
episkopos, often translated overseer or bishop, indicating that the two words refer to the
same position. 29 This is further indicated in 1 Timothy where a similar list of
qualifications is given for overseers (1 Tim. 3:1-7). Interchanging of the two terms, elder
and overseer, continues past New Testament times and is affirmed by church fathers even
into the fourth century. Scholars who examined the biblical text and asserted that the
terms are interchangeable include Clement of Rome, Hilary, Jerome, Chrysostom, and
others. 30
The initial separation of the two terms appears early in the second century but the
separation is not universally applied in the early church. Ignatius, bishop of Antioch,
appears to be the first to suggest a more hierarchical structure than the New Testament
practice of plural elder rule. In his letters he suggests that churches adopt a monarchical
episcopacy, which involves a three-tiered structure with one bishop presiding over a
church, and elders and deacons serving under that bishop. 31 It is important to understand
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the possible motivation of Ignatius. Leading at the end of the first century and the
beginning of the second, Ignatius is obviously very concerned about false teachers. The
New Testament apostles have died and the church is now faced with people claiming to
be apostles, prophets, and teachers who are leading people astray. 32 His answer is to
create a more hierarchical structure, which will be able to address this problem.
Appointing an authoritative single leader who had a sanctioned position, Ignatius
intended that bishops would speak with undisputed authority and correct the false
teachings the church was experiencing.
Though Ignatius advocates for this new understanding of the term bishop, it is not
at all clear that it was adopted by many churches. Andrew Selby argues that in Philippi
the practice is that of plural elders up to the leadership of Polycarp: “Those contending
for a monarchical episcopacy must not overconfidently assume historical support but
must take into account the evidence of the early Philippian church and Paul’s and
Polycarp’s epistles to them.” 33 He does not dispute that some churches followed Ignatius’
structure but at the same time points out that Polycarp is said to have been appointed by
the apostles themselves and as such would have had great influence in the early church.
Like Ignatius, Polycarp struggled with false teachers and yet according to Selby he was
able to address the problem without abandoning the structure established by the Apostle
Paul.
Historian Kenneth Latourette cites another example that indicates that early
churches were ruled by plural elders. A letter from the church in Rome to the church in
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Corinth that may date toward the end of the first century seems to imply that the church
in Corinth had more than one bishop. It also indicates that the two titles, bishop and
presbyters, were considered the same office. 34
Despite this evidence of early church plural leadership, the office of bishop
gradually came to be seen as a separate positon with more authority than that of elders.
Beyond this change, an even greater hierarchical structure began to form with the
understanding that the Bishop of Rome held primacy above other bishops. This may have
started with the writings of Irenaeus, Bishop of Lyons, toward the end of the second
century AD. Like Ignatius, Irenaeus is concerned with heretical teachings. His answer is
to argue that the apostles appoint select bishops as their successors and that Peter and
Paul founded the Church of Rome. He then lists the line of bishops in Rome. 35 Though
his concern is to preserve correct doctrine, this focus on the succession of the bishops of
Rome would eventually be developed and lead to the establishment of the papacy.
Even as a hierarchical leadership structure expanded, a basic mistrust of power
remained in the church. Lactantius, an early Christian writer, concluded that secular
power was incongruous with Christian justice. Writing between 303 and 311 AD,
Lactantius states that power is sought by the unjust and warned that it had no place with
virtue and justice. 36 Though he does not address the changing leadership of the early
church, he does seem to anticipate the natural conflict produced if Christians were to hold
secular positions of authority. His argument that Christians must provide “justice from
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below” rather than the self-preservation of secular power 37 serves as a warning to a
church that would soon experience a rise to power beginning with Constantine and
continuing with subsequent emperors.
Though Jesus presents a clear model of servant leadership as his intended
leadership style for his followers and the New Testament church structure formed around
a plurality of elders, there was a move to a more hierarchical structure within the church
by early in the second century. Though it may have taken centuries to spread and may not
have been employed in some churches or regions, it eventually became the norm.
Like the monarchy for Israel, this move away from a more democratic and servant
style of leadership came with a high price. The papacy was fraught with power struggles,
and with the position’s increased influence and control came people who sought the
position more than they sought faithfulness to God. As the church followed the leadership
style of the Gentiles in express opposition to Jesus’ teaching, corruption spread.
Leadership became separated from godly authenticity, and the emphasis on developing
the follower was lost. Within a few centuries bishops were engaged in a power struggle
over who had primacy and by the fifteenth century three men all claimed to be the
Pope. 38 This compromise of leadership continued through the centuries. In England in the
early 1800s, more than half the clergy did not live in the area they were appointed to
serve. Though their positions granted them land and an income for their work, their
ministries were carried out by ministers under them and they projected more concern for
the trappings of their office than the work of God. 39 In more recent times the use of
37

Wayman, 304.

38

Shelley, 137, 223.

39

Latourette, 2:1164.

43
power typically is not as brazen but still pastors have functioned more like CEOs than the
servant shepherds they were intended to be.
Conclusion
Jesus presents servant leadership as the only acceptable leadership style for his
followers. It is important enough that he models and again teaches on it on his last night
with his disciples. In New Testament teaching and practice, the core characteristics of
servant leadership are all evident. Though examples of a more hierarchical form of
leadership exist in the Old Testament creation of the monarchy, this does not represent
God’s ideal nor is it a good structure for Israel. After the New Testament time period, the
church gravitates toward a less democratic rule with the elevation of the office of bishop
and the creation of the papacy but once again this development is not in keeping with
biblical teaching on plural leadership.
As leadership styles are assessed, importance should be given to the style
presented by Jesus as the one he desires his followers to adopt. That style was and still is
servant leadership. Though churches may claim it as their leadership style, their
hierarchical structures often challenge that claim. In the next chapter, Millennial
characteristics will be compared to servant leadership characteristics. The commonality
between the two lays the groundwork for a possible resurgence of servant leadership in
the church. As Millennials come of age, their natural attraction to servant leadership
could become the impetus needed to restore the church to the style of leadership Jesus
taught and modeled.
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CHAPTER THREE: A REVIEW OF RELATED RESEARCH AND LITERATURE
Introduction
The field research of this study is focused on the preferred leadership style of CA
members. Leadership is a topic much discussed and studied but little understood. People
often feel they know a great leader when they see one but when it comes to identifying
what traits or factors made that person a good leader, suddenly the clarity wavers and
experts begin to take divergent paths as they analyze and explain. Nevertheless, the
writing on leadership continues to sell books and fill seats at conferences, in many cases
without strong evidence that those reading or attending are becoming noticeably stronger
leaders. Thomas Cronin may have summarized it best when he wrote, “Virtually anything
that can be said about leadership can be denied or disproven.” 1 Leadership is not a
precise field and yet most people would agree that something called “effective
leadership” does exist and that when an organization has it, the results are positive.
Common Leadership Styles
Part of the confusion centers on the debate about whether leaders are born or
made. Cronin claims that “trait theory has been thoroughly debunked.” 2 A person may be
a great leader in one situation and a poor one in another. The relationship between the
leader and followers also plays a large part in leadership. If followers want one style of
1
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leadership, for example a more directive style, yet work under a leader who is more
participative, this dissonance can diminish the success of a leader in that situation. The
answer to the born-or-made debate is likely that both play a role. Training may increase a
leader’s skills and knowledge but certain traits need to be present. A leader must have a
certain level of emotional intelligence. A person with poor social skills will always be
hampered in leadership. The inability to read the follower’s feelings or identify the
follower’s needs will limit a leader’s success.
Adaptability is also significant if a leader is to adjust to changing environments.
Without some time management and basic organizational skills leaders are limited in
their ability to lead. Though these skills can be improved upon or supplemented by a
gifted assistant, some basic abilities must be present.
The belief that leaders are born comes out of trait theory that was popular in the
early 1900s before the Second World War. This was followed by behavior theory until
the 1960s. Researchers like Kurt Lewin identified three styles of leadership: autocratic,
democratic, and laissez faire. From the 1960s to the present, contingency theory has
prevailed. Leadership theories that flowed out of a contingency model stress the
combined effect of the leader’s style practiced within different situations. 3 For instance a
crisis situation might be handled better by a more directive leader and a situation where
the market is changing rapidly might be handled better by a more democratic leader.
Leadership is different from management. Management is hierarchical, task
oriented, and based on a contractual relationship that can be codified in a company’s
human resource handbook. According to Darlene Andert , leadership is organic, non-
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hierarchical, transcends tasks, and embodies synergy. 4 Andert maintains that a weakness
of Charismatic Leadership and Transformational Leadership models, which focus on the
abilities of an individual leader, is that it leads to the myth that corporate success is the
result of one individual. According to Andert this is not supported by research. 5 A
weakness of top down leadership is that it frequently gives CEOs incentives for shortterm gains and does not compensate executives for long-term corporate health. 6 This is
short sighted and will lead to the inevitable decline of a corporation.
Culture also plays a big part in leadership. As the Global Leadership and
Organizational Behavior Effectiveness (GLOBE) study demonstrated, each culture comes
out differently on factors such as power distance, individualism versus collectivism, and
masculinity versus femininity. 7 This impacts both how leaders lead and how followers
respond. For example, if a culture has a high power distance 8 then both leader and
followers expect that the leader should be consulted about more decisions than in a low
power distance culture, and too much initiative and independence on the part of the
follower is not a positive trait. As a result, a leader may appear to be more autocratic. In
low power distance cultures such as the U.S., this would not be positive for most
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situations but it would be positive for Nigeria, which has a higher power distance
expectation.
Bernard Bass and his associates identified five decision styles that impact the type
of leader: direction, negotiation, consultation, participation, and delegation. Bass found
that consultation, participation, and delegation were strongly correlated with each other,
meaning if consultation was high then participation and delegation were typically higher
as well. Negotiation tended not to be tied to the other styles but with short-term
objectives. Direction was more frequent in highly structured situations where tasks were
routine, and in which there were tight constraints. One conclusion of the research was
that “employee-centered management styles such as consultation, participation, and
delegation coincide with more effectiveness and satisfaction with supervision in the eyes
of subordinates.” 9 Bass’s findings were significant because they laid the groundwork for
understanding the success of servant leadership, which is an employee-centered
leadership style.
In 1999, James Laub created an instrument to assess the leadership characteristics
of an organization. His creation of the Servant Organizational Leadership Assessment
(SOLA) provided the first assessment tool to determine the leadership culture of an
organization. 10 As his work developed, Laub identified three types of leadership:
autocratic, paternalistic and servant. 11 Describing autocratic he says, “This kind of
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leadership is one of “self-rule” where the organization exists to serve the needs and
interests of the leader first.” 12 Of paternalistic he writes, “This kind of leadership is one
of leaders seeing themselves as parent to those led. This parental view of leadership
encourages the led to take on the role of children. This leads to an unhealthy transactional
leadership that operates more on compliance rather than true individual motivation.” 13
Laub’s point here about compliance rather than motivation is the key to
understanding what he means by paternalism. He is describing a type of leadership that
assumes that the leader knows what is best for the follower and does not seek input from
the follower. In a campus ministry setting it might be demonstrated by a leader who
makes decisions that could and should be made by the students. Rather than seeking to
encourage the students’ leadership capabilities and trusting students to take the lead, it is
a leadership style that dictates to the students what actions need to be taken and expects
acquiescence. It is a leadership style that fails to understand that change and growth is far
greater when students arrive at decisions or plans of action on their own with some
coaching, and not because they are told by their leader it is the best choice.
The third leadership style given by Laub is servant. For this style he writes, “This
view sees leadership as serving the needs of those led over the self-interest of the leader.
In this kind of organization all people are encouraged to lead and serve. This produces a
community of care where the needs of all are served and the organization is able to put its
energy into fulfilling its shared mission.” 14 On campus, servant leadership is obvious
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when students own the ministry’s mission statement because they helped write it, and
when their leadership is critical for the ministry to continue. They are not simply doing
tasks assigned by staff but are helping the staff set the direction to accomplish objectives
they determined. Laub’s work has been used widely in research to assess the leadership
culture of different organizations and as such provides recognized leadership categories
that were employed in the field research of this study.
Servant Leadership
Though the concept of servant leadership has been around for four decades, with
empirical studies beginning with Laub’s work in 1999, 15 its paradigm is still vague. Dirk
van Dierendonck summarized it well, “There is still no consensus about a definition and
theoretical framework of servant leadership.” 16 This makes describing servant leadership
more difficult for there are several areas of research, such as team leadership, that are
closely related but not exclusively servant leadership.
For any organization considering its leadership structure, employee preference
must always be balanced by effectiveness. The benefit of employee satisfaction is greatly
reduced if employees desire one leadership style and yet the practice of that style
weakens the organization or proves less effective than another style. Therefore it is
helpful to consider the history of servant leadership and some of the strengths that it
brings to organizations that adopt it as their style of leadership.
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History
Shortly before Bass and associates determined in their research that employeecentered management styles were linked to greater effectiveness and supervision
satisfaction, Robert Greenleaf introduced the term “servant leadership” to the secular
marketplace. 17 In the business world, the concept of the leader as servant gradually
caught on and was expanded by a plethora of researchers, including James Laub. Laub set
out to answer three key questions: “How is servant leadership defined? What are the
characteristics of servant leadership? Can the presence of these characteristics within
organizations be assessed through a written instrument?” 18 In the opening remarks of his
dissertation, Laub gives a possible explanation for why servant leadership has
increasingly changed the landscape of leadership.
In the past 25 years we have seen a dramatic increase of women in the
workplace, a growing ethnic and racial diversity and a desire to see the
workplace serve as a learning environment for personal growth and
fulfillment. These changes, among others, have prompted a reexamination
of the effectiveness of the traditional leadership model of power and
authority. The traditional model has held prominence since the beginning
of time, and our history is written around the use and abuse of leadership
power. There is a growing call for new leadership thinking and a new
vision of organizations that place service to others over self-interest and
self-promotion. 19
Laub later identified six characteristics of a servant leader: values people,
develops people, builds community, displays authenticity, provides leadership and shares
leadership. 20
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Another researcher to build on the idea of servant leadership was Larry Spears,
who set out to distill a list of the characteristics of a servant leader based on Greenleaf’s
work. Spears felt that Greenleaf’s essay worked well for those who were conceptual
thinkers but that for some a more concrete list would be helpful. His ten characteristics
are: listening, empathy, healing, awareness, persuasion, conceptualization, foresight,
stewardship, commitment to the growth of people, and building community. 21
Dirk van Dierendonck links seven leadership theories to servant leadership:
transformational leadership, authentic leadership, ethical leadership, Level 5 leadership,
empowering leadership, spiritual leadership, and self-sacrificing leadership. 22 These
leadership styles overlap but are not exactly the same as servant leadership. The difficulty
this presents is that even researching the results of servant leadership becomes
challenging, since researchers may use another or similar term for servant leadership or
may only identify one component of servant leadership and not the entire style.
Systems Thinking and Learning Organizations
As servant leadership spread, some positive results of its implementation became
evident. Exploring one area of strength, Peter Senge suggested that servant leadership
was the best leadership style to engage in systems thinking. Senge, who found
Greenleaf’s essay both simple and profound, wrote that “The Servant as Leader” offers a
“new basis for ‘health.’” 23 Rather than just correcting a problem, servant leadership lays
the groundwork for an approach that seeks to understand what makes permanent change
21
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difficult and addresses the underlying forces that cause the problem. 24 In an earlier article,
Senge develops another key thought. Building a case for the idea that the organizations
that will succeed best in today’s rapidly changing environment will be learning
organizations, Senge describes a learning organization as one where the leader designs,
teaches, is a steward and creates a shared vision. 25 Though he does not mention Greenleaf
in this article, it is clear that Senge’s descriptions of a leader of a learning organization
are best met by a servant leader.
Team Leadership
The rate of change happening today with constant improvements in technology
and globalization is at an all-time high. A growing body of research suggests that the
collaborative leadership of a team of people has some advantages in a changing
environment. Jean-Louis Denis, Lise Lamothe, and Ann Langley studied five healthcare
organizations in 2001 to determine how leaders can accomplish “change in organizations
where strategic leadership roles are shared, objectives are divergent, and power is
diffuse?” 26 One of the findings was that substantive change was more likely to happen
under a team leadership model than under a single leader. Change was even more likely
when each member had a distinct role based on skills and expertise and the team worked
in a unified manner.
Team leadership is often closely related to servant leadership. In 2005 Justin
Irving used three diagnostic tools to study the impact of servant leadership on a nonprofit
24

Spears, 236.

25

Peter M. Senge, “The Leader’s New Work: Building Learning Organizations,” Sloan
Management Review 32, no. 1 (1990): 7-13.
26

Jean-Louis Denis, Lise Lamothe, and Ann Langley, “The Dynamics of Collective Leadership
and Strategic Change in Pluralistic Organizations,” Academy of Management Journal 44, no. 4 (2001).

53
organization. He found that servant leadership had a significant positive correlation with
team effectiveness on several levels. 27 In 2007 Irving and Gail Longbotham found that
servant leadership was a strong predictor of team effectiveness. They identified six
servant leadership traits that were essential for team effectiveness: (a) providing
accountability, (b) supporting and resourcing, (c) engaging in honest self-evaluation, (d)
fostering collaboration, (e) communicating with clarity, and (f) valuing and
appreciating. 28 Based on Irving’s original research and his later findings with
Longbotham, servant leadership is the best leadership style for team leadership.
Based on Gill Hickman’s research and work, teams appear to provide the
strongest model of leadership in today’s rapidly changing environment. 29 George Cladis
adds to this discussion that postmodernity is significantly impacting culture and
successful organizations will need to modify their practice to keep up with those changes.
According to Cladis, participatory and team-based leadership better fits the postmodern
culture. 30 This adds further support for the use of teams to accommodate the changes that
organizations will face, in that by their very nature teams will be more palatable to a
postmodern culture. The connection between team leadership and servant leadership is
strengthened in that servant leadership has a positive effect on team leadership, which
provides another advantage to servant leadership.
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Job Satisfaction
Strong recent research indicates that servant leadership provides a greater degree
of job satisfaction than other leadership styles. In 2004, Sharon Drury, building on
previous research, found that job satisfaction and servant leadership were positively
correlated. 31
Outside the U.S. context, servant leadership was found to correlate positively to
job satisfaction in a 2008 study of telecommunications workers in Jordan. 32 Similar
results were found in a Saudi Arabia context in 2012. A survey of employees of the Saudi
Food and Drug Authority found that as servant leadership increased, so did job
satisfaction at all levels of the organization. 33
Many strengths come from servant leadership. The ability to adapt to constant
changes by embodying a learning organization is important. The strength of team
leadership and its positive relationship to servant leadership should be considered by any
organization that plans to adapt to the rapidly changing world of today. Employee
satisfaction becomes important in job retention and minimizing the cost of training new
employees. All of these factors support the strength of servant leadership for all
generations but additional factors related to Millennials make servant leadership even
more attractive. Several common characteristics ascribed to Millennials correspond well
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to servant leadership. This becomes increasing pertinent as Millennials make up more
and more of the current workforce.
Millennial Characteristics as Related to Leadership Styles
Much has been written about Millennials but relatively little research has been
done to confirm the common characteristics they are said to possess. 34 Sometimes the
research appears ambiguous if not contradictory. Despite these limitations, some
characteristics appear to hold true for Millennials. This section compares these
characteristics to four common leadership styles, demonstrating that some styles are more
attractive to Millennials than others and by implication will be more successful with
them. The Millennial generation was born in or after 1982. 35 They began attending
college in 2000 and hit the workforce about 2004 and will continue to do so until 2022. 36
The predominant assessment of Millennials in current literature is that “they hold
opinions, attitudes, values, and technological competencies that are very different from
the generations that preceded them.” 37 With this assessment, it stands to reason that a
careful evaluation of which leadership styles fit best with the Millennial generation’s
characteristics and preferences is critical. What follows are some of the major
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descriptions given for Millennials, compared with four common leadership styles:
autocratic, paternalistic, servant and laissez faire.
For purposes of this comparison, the description of the first three leadership styles
will be Laub’s:
Autocratic - This kind of leadership is one of “self-rule” where the
organization exists to serve the needs and interests of the leader first. This
often leads to the oppression of the worker to satisfy the whims of the
leader.
Paternalistic - This kind of leadership is one of leaders seeing
themselves as parent to those led. This parental view of leadership
encourages the led to take on the role of children. This leads to an
unhealthy transactional leadership that operates more on compliance
rather than true individual motivation. Most organizations find
themselves operating within this understanding of leadership.
Servant - This is the view of leadership characterized by the six key
areas of servant leadership. This view sees leadership as serving the
needs of those led over the self-interest of the leader. In this kind of
organization all people are encouraged to lead and serve. This produces a
community of care where the needs of all are served and the organization
is able to put its energy into fulfilling its shared mission. 38
The fourth leadership style that will be used for comparison is laissez faire and
was added to Laub’s styles by Paul Wong. Wong describes laissez faire as a leadership
style that is hands-off and has the effect of being detached, weak and disinterested. 39
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Table 1. Laub’s Characteristics of a Servant Leader

Values People
Develops People
Builds Community
Displays Authenticity
Provides Leadership
Shares Leadership

The Servant Leader
– By believing in people
– By serving others’ needs before his or her own
– By receptive, non-judgmental listening
– By providing opportunities for learning and growth
– By modeling appropriate behavior
– By building up others through encouragement and affirmation
– By building strong personal relationships
– By working collaboratively with others
– By valuing the differences of others
– By being open and accountable to others
– By a willingness to learn from others
– By maintaining integrity and trust
– By envisioning the future
– By taking initiative
– By clarifying goals
– By facilitating a shared vision
– By sharing power and releasing control
– By sharing status and promoting others

Source: Adapted from “From Paternalism to Servant Organization: Expanding the Organizational
Leadership Assessment (OLA) Model.” In Servant Leadership Research Roundtable. Virginia Beach, VA:
The School of Leadership Studies, Regent University, 2003, 3.

The first defining characteristic contrasted against the above four leadership styles
is that Millennials trust that the organization will act in their best interest. According to a
study of 800 business students from four universities, 60 percent agreed with the
statement, “I trust authority figures to act in my best interest.” 40 This trust is based on a
belief that the system is equitable and that hard work and positive results will be
rewarded and encouraged. Contrasting this trait to leadership styles the best fit is clearly
servant leadership. Autocratic does not act in the follower’s best interest but in the
leader’s best interest. Laissez faire acts essentially when a problem arises but not
proactively in the best interest of the follower. Paternalistic does care for the follower but
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as the name implies it exhibits a parental manner and the ultimate goal is not the
development of the follower as it is with servant leadership. As Laub points out, the
relationship is intrinsically unhealthy and tends more toward compliance. According to
Hershatter and Epstein, younger workers tend to want to choose “the specific tasks in
which they will engage and the conditions under which they will engage in them.” 41 This
added understanding of expectations on the part of Millennials toward the organization
makes it evident that though paternalistic leadership cares for the follower, the parental
type of control will come into conflict with Millennials.
Some research indicates that Millennials value teamwork, community and
collaboration. 42 The only leadership style to include these three values as core to the style
is servant leadership. Larry Spears states that servant leadership is based on teamwork
and community, and goes on to say that it is a model that attempts to involve others in the
decision making process. 43 He elaborates, “Today there is a growing recognition of the
need for a more team-oriented approach to leadership and management. Robert
Greenleaf’s writings on the subject of servant-leadership helped to get this movement
started, and his views have had a profound and growing effect.” 44 Laub lists building
community as one of his six descriptors of servant leadership and specifically states that
working collaboratively with others is part of this process. 45
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Millennials expect their supervisors to have personal contact with them and
assume they will give them individual attention. 46 They have a need for greater guidance,
reassurance and direction than previous generations. 47 This trait can be viewed as
negative to managers who may feel they must spend a large amount of time assisting
Millennials to function well at work. Instead of helping with the workload, the Millennial
may actually initially increase the workload. Though this may be draining to any
leadership style, only the servant leader has the development of the follower as a key
tenet to its philosophy of leadership. Robert Greenleaf put it best himself in his statement
that, “The best test is: Do those served grow as persons; do they, while being served,
become healthier, wiser, freer, more autonomous, more likely themselves to become
servants?” 48 Certainly Millennials need assistance in becoming more autonomous and
again servant leadership holds this as a basic precept. In his ten characteristics of servant
leadership, Spears names a commitment to growth as his ninth. He says,
Servant-leaders believe that people have an intrinsic value beyond their tangible
contributions as workers. As such, the servant-leader is deeply committed to the
growth of each and every individual within his or her institution. The servantleader recognizes the tremendous responsibility to do everything within his or her
power to nurture the personal, professional and spiritual growth of employees. 49
This degree of commitment to the growth of the employee is only evident in a servant
leadership style, and moving Millennials to a greater degree of autonomy will require
more effort than with previous generations.
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Not only do Millennials require a high degree of guidance and reassurance, they
have an expectation that the organization will accommodate them. 50 The autocratic and
laissez faire leadership styles have nothing in their styles to address this expectation and
even if the paternalistic style might see accommodation as positive, it is done in a
paternalistic manner which in and of itself will be distasteful to Millennials. With a basic
premise of serving followers, servant leadership is best suited to accommodate the needs
of Millennials in the workplace.
Another trait of Millennials is that they frequently question rules and tend to
believe that rules are mere guidelines and can be broken. In the workplace they see no
problem questioning dress codes, work hours, or their relationships with their
supervisors. 51 This questioning will be considered insubordination by an autocratic leader
or paternalistic leader, and likely frustrating to a laissez faire leader because it can
initially impede efficiency and takes time to address. For a servant leader, who values
independent thinking on the part of the worker, this is more likely to be seen as an
acceptable expression of an autonomous worker whether the employee’s idea is accepted
or not. Needing to explain why things are done is not seen as a question of authority but
as intentionally assisting an employee to see the big picture and move to thinking more
like an owner and not simply an employee. This type of thinking is particularly helpful in
a rapidly changing environment 52 and is best addressed by servant leadership which
embraces a shared leadership model that seeks to develop employees.
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Millennials’ expected and desired relationship with the workplace is far different
from previous generations. They expect to bring about change through their work and for
that reason the values of the organization and its authenticity are extremely important. 53
Stephen Covey describes the process of leadership alignment as defining the
organization’s vision, mission and values and then making sure that all the structures and
systems reflect those three. 54 This approach is important to Millennials because it speaks
to the authenticity and integrity of the organization. Laub lists authenticity as another one
of his six elements of servant leadership, making it clear once again that servant
leadership is the style best suited for Millennials. 55
In summary, comparing each of the four styles to the needs and preferences of
Millennials demonstrates that the paternalistic style may address the desire of Millennials
for more guidance but will not be attractive to them because they will want involvement
in the decision making process. Laissez faire style does not address the needs of
Millennials but also does not interfere with them. So though there is an element of
compatibility for Millennials in these two styles, overall they do not fit well because they
do not address expectations such as bringing change through their workplace and that the
organization will act in their best interest.
It is difficult to find anything attractive for Millennials in the autocratic style
because its basic focus is not the good of the worker but of the leader. The heavy-handed,
top-down leadership approach of the autocratic style conflicts with the needs and
preferences of Millennials. Their high need for guidance and their expectation to be part
53
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of the decision making process are not met in the autocratic style of leadership. In this
area Millennials are like Baby Boomers and Generation X. A hierarchical leadership style
will not be successful with any of them. 56
Of the four leadership styles listed above, only servant leadership even begins to
address the requirements and expectations of Millennials. In fact, it is as though
Greenleaf designed a leadership style to meet the needs of the Millennial generation. The
fit is so natural that it is hard to imagine any style but servant leadership working well for
the Millennial generation. Therefore, though limited research has been done on which
leadership style works best for Millennials, based on a comparison of Millennial traits
and characteristics with common leadership styles it is obvious that servant leadership is
the best fit.
Millennials in the Workplace
Leadership Preferences
Little research has been done on the leadership preferences of college students
who are Millennials with the exception of the Student Leadership Practices Inventory
(Student LPI) developed by Kouzes and Posner in 1998 and updated in 2006. 57 Kouzes
and Posner found that most leadership development programs for students came from the
business world, so they created an inventory of student leadership behaviors and actions.
These behaviors were categorized into five leadership practices: modeling the way,
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inspiring a shared vision, challenging the process, enabling others to act, and encouraging
the heart. 58
Kouzes and Posner arrived at the five categories by asking students to describe
their actions and behaviors when they are at “their personal best as leaders.” 59 The results
give us a better understanding of what leadership style works on the college campus.
These results may also be an indicator of what style will be more effective in the future
because today’s college student will be tomorrow’s leader. Though Kouzes and Posner
do not use the term servant leader, a comparison of their terms to Spears’ and Laub’s
terms will reveal some stark similarities.
Table 2. List of Servant Characteristics Compared
Kouzes and Posner
Spears

Laub

Modeling the Way

Listening

Values People

Inspiring a Shared Vision

Empathy

Develops People

Challenging the Process

Healing

Builds Community

Enabling Others to Act

Awareness

Displays Authenticity

Encouraging the Heart

Persuasion

Provides Leadership

Conceptualization

Shares Leadership

Foresight
Stewardship
Commitment to Growth
Building Community

A review of Larry Spears’ ten characteristics of a servant leader (listening,
empathy, healing, awareness, persuasion, conceptualization, foresight, stewardship,
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commitment to the growth of people, and building community), 60 reveals that Kouzes
and Posner’s inspiring and challenging 61 are elements of Spears’ persuasion, because to
persuade someone requires a mix of inspiring and challenging them in their thinking and
actions. Kouzes and Posner’s enabling and encouraging 62 are necessary factors for a
leader to demonstrate Spear’s commitment to growth. To enable someone by common
definition is to equip, make competent and give ability to that person. All of these factors
lead to a person’s growth. The same is true for encouraging, which is a key influence of
growth.
Contrasting Laub’s six characteristics of a servant leader 63 with Kouzes and
Posner reveals additional similarities. Laub’s understanding of developing leaders is that
it is done by providing opportunities for learning and growth, modeling appropriate
behavior, and building up others through encouragement and affirmation. That
description clearly encompasses modeling, encouraging and enabling and likely
challenging as well. Laub’s descriptions of displays authenticity, provides leadership, and
values people 64 also fit well with Kouzes and Posner’s five practices. 65
Kouzes and Posner asked students to describe themselves when they were at their
best as a leader. 66 Hershatter approached leadership from the standpoint of the anticipated
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relationship that students desired with their future bosses. She found some common
themes as students interviewed peers about their hopes and dreams. One described the
anticipated future boss as someone who would be a friend and co-worker, as well as
honest and open-minded. Other comments described the future employer as providing a
place of employment that would be positive, challenging but not overly stressful,
providing job security, safe, reasonable hours, and flexible. 67 These interviews provide a
window into some of the expectations and attitudes about leadership held by Millennials.
It appears to take a decidedly more nurturing direction than might be expected in an
autocratic or laissez faire style of leadership.
Servant Leadership Effectiveness
Though Millennial characteristics match up well with servant leadership, at
present there is little research on its effectiveness with Millennials. One study that does
support servant leadership was conducted with Florida high school students in 2003. A
positive correlation between the servant leadership traits of the leadership and increased
academic scores was established. 68 The survey had an 80 percent return rate with 886
students responding. Because these high school students were Millennials the study has
significant bearing on determining the most effective style of leadership for them.
This research is supported by Aaron Metzcar’s 2008 dissertation research which
found that servant leadership was positively correlated to teaching effectiveness. 69 The
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teachers ranged from preschool to twelfth grade, with 764 respondents. These findings
add support to servant leadership as a more effective leadership style for Millennials and
those who come after them, as most of the children being taught were eight and older,
and fit into the Millennial generation.
Previous research done within CA to determine the impact of leadership style on
growth used self-typing paragraphs to assess the leadership culture of each organizational
area within the ministry. Research participants selected from the same four leadership
cultures that were used in this research: (a) autocratic, (b) paternalistic, (c) servant, and
(d) laissez faire. Data from five and a half years of ministry reports were used to measure
whether each area was growing, plateaued, or shrinking. The findings were analyzed and
compared to determine whether a relationship existed between the leadership culture
style of the area and the growth in the area, defined by staff recruitment and total number
of ministries on campuses. The findings indicated a positive relationship. Those areas for
which the highest number of staff chose servant leadership as the culture of their area
were the areas experiencing the greatest degree of growth. Conversely, the area with the
fewest servant leadership responses was the area experiencing the greatest decline in staff
recruitment and ministry numbers. 70 Though this research was limited in its scope, it did
provide support for the value of servant leadership as a style for Millennials.
Though more research needs to be done on the effectiveness of servant leadership
with Millennials, findings in some studies match up well with some key elements of
servant leadership. Some of these studies have to do with training and communication.
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Training and Communication
Training is another place where Millennials differ from generations before them.
Their differences in attitude make a servant leadership model more attractive to them. In
a 2011 cross-generational study on preferences related to training, Millennials preferred
formal rated mentoring higher, with a 3.57 mean, than Baby Boomers, whose mean was
3.07 on a one to five Likert-type scale. Millennials also preferred simulations more often
than Boomers, with a mean of 3.17 compared to Boomers who had a mean of 2.80. Baby
Boomers and Generation X both rated written training material higher than Millennials,
with Generation X giving it a 3.17 mean, Boomers a 3.02, and Millennials a 2.60. 71
Leadership styles other than servant, where the focus is on the follower, are more likely
to discount the preferred learning style of the workers and instead train in a style they do
not favor. It is reasonable to assume that for job training, Millennials will do better under
a servant leadership style that will adapt to them and not expect them to adapt to the
leader.
Another relevant study by K. K. Myers and K. Sadaghiani looked at Millennial
preferences for communication with their bosses. The results of the study found that they
prefer close relationships with their supervisors that include frequent feedback. 72 Though
this trait does not differ from past generations, for Millennials the feedback is expected to
be more positive, more affirming, and given more often. Millennials also have the
expectation that they will be kept apprised of information that is typically reserved for
71
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more senior management. Having their preferences met by a leader will make them more
effective but their frustration with unmet expectations might likely result in a lack of
motivation and unproductive work practices. The servant leadership style does fit these
expectations for a closer relationship with their bosses and therefore may be a more
effectual leadership style for Millennials.
Working in Teams
Popular writing frequently speaks about the preference of Millennials to work
collaboratively in teams. 73 Though this seems to be a common perception, empirical data
supporting this is limited. In a 2008 study that obtained results from focus groups in the
hospitality sector of Washington state, the research found that Millennials preferred to
work in teams and favored collaboration. 74 K. K. Myers and K. Sadaghiani concluded
that this preference was a result of Millennials believing that working with others is more
fun and avoids risk. 75 Though these findings are significant, the conclusion that
Millennials prefer teamwork is based on very limited empirical data and is more often
justified anecdotally, such as suggesting it may be because they were put in groups
throughout childhood. 76 With so little research done in this area, it is difficult to
emphatically support the premise that Millennials prefer teamwork from the research
literature alone. Though it can be said there is some evidence for it, more research is
needed to reach that conclusion definitively.
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Work Attitudes and Job Retention
An extremely important area of study to the business and nonprofit sectors centers
on Millennial work attitudes and job retention. It is expensive to train new employees, so
retaining Millennials is a concern. For CA, which works with Millennial students, the
ability to recruit and retain recent graduates is imperative to growth and to designing
programing that is relevant to Millennials. Therefore their attitudes toward work are of
great interest to CA and any other organization that desires to employ significant
numbers of Millennials and hold onto them for more than a few years.
In a New Zealand study of 504 employees, of which 17 percent were Millennials,
survey data concluded that though the generational differences were less than the
researchers expected, there were differences. The most notable difference for Millennials
was that they were higher in their desire for autonomy, status in their jobs, and work-life
balance. These factors can impact job retention but surprisingly Millennials did not
indicate that they were more likely to leave their jobs when their desires were not met
than the other generations. All generations showed the same decrease in job satisfaction
and increase in the likelihood of leaving when personal values and the organization’s
values were in conflict. 77 These findings do not support popular literature that claims that
Millennials have less loyalty for their job. 78 The study did find that Millennials were
significantly more likely to say they entertained thoughts of leaving their job, which
might account for the perception that they have less loyalty. However this was not
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supported by the finding of no difference between Millennials and other generations in
their likelihood to leave when values were in conflict. 79
In a 2010 review of the research on generational differences in work attitudes,
Jean Twenge expanded on the New Zealand study. This review accounted for the
differences between generations and those related to age and career by including time-lag
research along with simple cross-sectional research. The review, which included
additional studies, confirmed that Millennials are more satisfied with their jobs than
previous generations and value job stability more. 80 These findings seem to be somewhat
at odds with other findings. For instance, Millennials consider work less important than
previous generations, have a lower work ethic, consider leisure time more important,
value greater work-life balance, and desire greater freedom. 81 Despite all these traits,
Millennials actually scored higher than previous generations on their desire to seek jobs
that provided economic and employment security.
A 2010 study of the differences between Millennials and previous generations
concluded that though differences exist in their attitudes toward work, they are not as
significant as the popular press presents. This study also discovered that research
concerning job retention for Millennials was contradictory and required more research. 82
In a similar 2010 study of construction workers, the research indicated that few
significant quantitative differences exist between generations. They were more alike than
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different in their job attitudes, values, and gender beliefs. 83 A 2012 meta-analysis done by
David Costanza looked at generational differences concerning job satisfaction,
organizational commitment, and intent to turnover and concluded that meaningful
differences did not exist. 84 Each of these studies evaluated different but similar elements
of job attitudes.
In 2010, another study published results from twelve years of data on the three
generations: Baby Boomers, Generation X, and Millennials. Collecting data from 1996 to
2008, the study measured responses from Generation X and Millennials taken at the same
age and career position but not for Baby Boomers who were significantly older. The
study measured the beliefs and attitudes concerning the value of work, which was defined
as work ethic. The findings of this empirical study demonstrated significant differences
among the three generations. In considering the differences, the researchers found
evidence that some of the differences were due to the three generations interpreting
content differently. 85
Not only are the three generations interpreting content differently but different
studies may obtain different results based on what questions are asked of the respondents.
Some of the confusion about organizational loyalty and how that influences job loyalty
appears to result from how the questions are formed. In a 2008 study cited by Hershatter
and Epstein, 44 percent of Millennials indicated that if they accepted a job offer and a
83
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better one came along they would back out of the original job and take the better one. 86
This finding is balanced by research that indicates that Millennials are loyal to a
corporation that has a supportive and family feel to it. 87 If both of these two questions are
interpreted as evidence of job loyalty the results can be quite different. A Millennial may
be quick to back out of a job not yet taken and still be very loyal to a corporation that has
a supportive and family feel to it. This is the difference between loyalty and the
likelihood of Millennials to leave their employment. With so few studies completed on
Millennials, it is easy to see why there is confusion interpreting the results.
Added to this confusion is a 2007 study, also cited by Hershatter and Epstein, of
corporate recruiters of MBAs in which half of them said job retention was a problem for
them. 88 Despite these recruiters’ perceptions, it is challenging based on current research
to clearly support the notion that Millennials are not loyal to corporations. Their need for
job security seems to play a role in their decisions about remaining with an organization,
as does their need to feel good about the values of the corporation. Where the corporation
is supportive and has a family feel, Millennials may be extremely loyal.
In a 2010 Canadian study of college students’ career expectations, 50 percent said
they were unsure or did not want to spend their entire career with the same organization.
This is different from previous generations in which the majority wanted to stay with the
same organization. Women were nine percent less likely to seek an employer they could
remain with their entire careers but visible minorities were ten percent more likely than
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non-minorities to say they would do so. 89 In the area of job advancement, 68.5 percent
said they expected to be promoted in their first job within 18 months.90 The students’
expectations of career advancement was supported by another research question in which
they were asked to rate a list of positive work attributes. Their top choice was
opportunities for advancement followed by good people to work with, good people to
report to, good training, and life balance, in that order. 91 Not surprisingly, students with
work experience and those who were high achievers had higher expectations for their
careers. 92 This study serves as a caution to employers that Millennials will have high
expectations for career advancement and will be more willing to leave an employer if
those expectations are not met. This is especially the case for those with the most
experience and greatest achievement and therefore likely the most desirable Millennials
to employ.
Millennials’ willingness to leave an employer for better opportunities is
demonstrated in a 2014 study of actual generational behaviors. This study looked at job
mobility for each generation and found that Millennials stayed with a job for less time
and held more jobs in a five year period than Boomers or Generation X. 93 This study
adjusted for age and gender in its results. The conclusion of the researchers was that there
are significant differences in job mobility behaviors between Millennials and Boomers.
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The previously cited studies on job retention all relied on Millennial opinions, attitudes
and future intentions, and not on actual past behavior. This may make this study more
reliable as a gauge of Millennial job retention, since it is based on what they did and not
what they thought they might do in a given situation.
Summary
Servant leadership has many strengths that make it a very attractive style of
leadership for organizations today. It is well-suited to the team leadership concept which
is in turn well suited to address the rapidly changing environment businesses and
organizations face at this time. Servant leadership has been correlated to job satisfaction
with all generations and with its strong tie to the teachings of Jesus and the practice of the
New Testament church is seems the most appropriate leadership style for CA. Adding to
its value, however, is servant leadership’s strong fit with the characteristics and
expectations of Millennials. No other leadership style fits their preferences nor addresses
their needs as well as servant leadership.
Finding the best leadership style for Millennials has enormous implications for
businesses and nonprofits. As more and more Millennials enter the workforce, a
leadership style that is attractive to them will have a greater likelihood of retaining them.
Their willingness to leave an employer for one that fits their values and job advancement
goals will translate into lost profits for a business that fails to accommodate them. For
CA, which works with Millennials and recruits heavily from their ranks, finding the right
leadership style for them can make the difference between growth and slow death as staff
numbers decline and the ministry becomes less effective at reaching students on campus.
Considering the current research literature, servant leadership appears to be the best style
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for CA and any organization that desires to recruit, retain, and benefit from Millennials in
the workforce.
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CHAPTER FOUR: FIELD RESEARCH INTO MILLENNIAL JOB PREFERENCES
Survey Concept and Design
The field research for this project sought to determine a few key characteristics
concerning Millennials. The primary question was to determine which leadership style
Millennials preferred: autocratic, paternalistic, servant, or laissez faire. Some added
questions sought to determine whether Millennials are more concerned with working for
an organization whose values they felt good about or for a boss they liked. They were
also asked whether they would sacrifice pay and benefits to work for an employer whose
values they shared or to work for a boss they liked. Another question asked if they
preferred to work alone or in groups. The entire survey may be viewed in Appendix A.
Survey Questions
There are several key factors to consider in designing a survey. Questions may be
open ended or closed. Open-ended allows for greater freedom in answers but is more
difficult to compile. In writing survey questions, open-ended questions are easier to write
but it is more challenging to interpret the results. Closed questions are more challenging
to write, since the researcher must be sure the respondents understand the question in the
same way as the researcher intended. The advantage of closed questions is they are
generally easier to score and analyze. 1 For this survey, the desired number of responses
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was over 250. To obtain and analyze that number, closed questions were selected as the
best form of survey question.
Respondents were asked which leadership style they preferred to work under. To
determine the respondent’s leadership preference, self-typing paragraphs were used. This
method was chosen because of its accuracy and its user-friendliness. According to
William James and Kenneth Hatten in a study done in 1995, self-typing paragraphs prove
as accurate as other models of assessment and are desirable because of their ease of use. 2
For this research, four paragraphs were written based on the four leadership styles Wong
used in his 2003 typology of leadership styles. Wong used Laub’s three categories of
autocratic, paternalistic and servant 3 and added laissez faire as a fourth. 4 In explaining his
three leadership styles, Laub noted that historically servant leadership was contrasted to
autocratic leadership. The weakness in this approach is that in most instances the
alternative to servant leadership is not autocratic but paternalistic leadership. 5 Including
Wong’s fourth style of laissez faire allowed respondents to choose a more uninvolved
style of leadership.
The next step was to write the paragraphs in language that was not pejorative of
any leadership style. On the survey the labels were removed for fear even the terms might
be understood in a negative or positive light. For clarification purposes they are included
here. The rewritten paragraphs were:
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Autocratic: leadership decisions are made primarily by those at the top and other
employees are rarely consulted. Staff are expected to follow instructions even if
they strongly disagree with them.
Paternalistic: leadership decisions are made primarily by those at the top and
employees have limited input into decisions. Leaders make their decision based
on what they feel is best for the staff. Staff are encouraged and cared for by the
leadership even if they don't have much input into decisions.
Servant: leadership decisions are made by the leader or staff best qualified to
make the decision and for that reason leaders work to match the strengths of the
employee to the job. Leaders express a high concern for the wellbeing of the staff
and function more as partners in the ministry.
Laissez faire: leadership leaves the staff to work independently. Leaders do not
provide much guidance or direction and step in only when there is a serious
problem or need.
For additional questions a five point rating scale was used. These questions
investigated how loyal respondents were to a supervisor they liked, how important it was
to them to work for an organization in which they shared similar values, and whether they
preferred to work independently or in groups. Some basic identification questions were
also asked including type of school and the respondent’s race or ethnicity.
Pre-survey
A pre-survey was administered to test the survey design. College students who
were not members of CA were surveyed. Obtaining surveys proved challenging, so after
five completed surveys indicated that the survey questions were understandable, the
survey was stopped. This number was deemed sufficient as the survey was relatively
short and the results indicated that the survey did not need improvement. 6
Three questions were added to the original pre-survey to give it more depth. One
question asked respondents to indicate whether a boss or company they liked was more
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important to them. Then two additional questions asked whether respondents would
sacrifice pay and benefits to be with a boss they liked or a company with values and
social practices they shared. The pre-survey, like the final survey, was done online using
SoGoSurvey. Both surveys took approximately three to five minutes to complete.
Population and Sample
The survey was limited to CA members who were 18 to 25 years of age, or
individuals born between 1989 and 1996. Millennials are individuals born between 1982
and 2000. This meant that for this research Millennials who were close in age to another
generation were not included. Paul Arsenault writes about factors that cloud results of
studies on generational differences. He says one of the causes is the “crossover effect”
that occurs when someone close in age to another generation gives responses indicative
of both generations. 7 By limiting the ages of survey participants to those in the center of
the Millennial age range, results were expected to be a clearer representation of the
Millennial generation.
CA ministries focus on different populations of students. The majority of
ministries focus primarily, though not exclusively, on American students in the United
States. For the purposes of this research, those ministries focused on International
students and Mexican students were not included. The number of students in this
category was reported at 719 in the spring of 2014 but increased to 794 in the fall.
Although most members of CA fall within the 18 to 25 age bracket, there is no data on
how many of the 794 do. Therefore the desired sample size was based on that number
even though not all of the 794 were eligible for the survey.
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To comply with standard survey sample guidelines for dichotomous or categorical
data, the sample size for the larger fall student numbers needed to be 260. 8 This number
exceeded what was needed for the portion of the survey that was scaled, continuous
data. 9
Data Collection and Analysis Procedures
The online survey was promoted to members of CA on the national Facebook
page and through personal staff invitations to members in their particular ministry. The
survey remained open from April 24, 2014 through September 30, 2014. During that time
a total of 294 surveys were collected. Of those surveys, 33 were removed as incomplete,
duplicates or ineligible because the participant was not between the ages of 18 and 25.
For duplicate surveys the final survey completed was accepted. In cases where the age
was left blank, the age of the participant was verified by the campus director; otherwise
the survey was removed. Once the survey was complete and the ineligible surveys
removed, the answers were converted into numerical data and analyzed for frequencies
and Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient.
The number of questions for this survey was limited and questions were kept
short in order to obtain more completed surveys. Even though the survey could be
finished in three to five minutes, it required repeated appeals and personal requests from
CA staff to obtain the desired number of completed surveys. No incentive, such as
entering respondents in a drawing for a tablet, was offered to complete the survey for fear
this might encourage duplicate surveys using different names and email addresses. The
use of different names and email addresses did occur anyway but the researcher was able
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to eliminate duplicates by carefully comparing names, emails, schools, and directors. If
students had intentionally been misleading on their general information in order to
increase their chances of receiving an incentive such as a tablet, it would have been more
difficult to identify the ineligible surveys.
Respondents were required to type in their age rather than use a dropdown menu
with acceptable ages. This was intended to reduce the likelihood that respondents might
give an ineligible age in order to complete the survey, if their only options were not their
actual age. Though students were told that only individuals ages 18 to 25 could take the
survey, eleven students who were not within that age range completed the survey. These
surveys were removed.
Limitations of the Study
The results of this research add to existing data about Millennials but it has some
limitations. The number of survey responses was small. Though it met accepted sample
guidelines, CA is not a major segment of the Millennial population. In addition to this
limitation, respondents for the survey were 62 percent female and 38 percent male. This
means that the sampling of men was even smaller, with only 99 men responding.
Another possible limitation is that all CA members have some religious
predisposition. It is unknown how this inclination might impact responses pertaining to
leadership style, organizational values, and loyalty to a boss. Data results from
Millennials with no religious leanings would give a more comprehensive understanding
of this data.
The survey participants were in large part students in college. Because most
students are not in professional jobs yet their answers do not reflect the responses of
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individuals holding career or long-term jobs but more likely part-time hourly
employment. The transient nature of these jobs might skew the results and vary from
career-oriented employment. Some of those filling out the survey were only taking
classes and were not employed.
Another limitation is that the survey asked the participants to respond in terms of
what they might do in the future. That means the survey recorded their intentions and not
their past practices. Future intentions are hypothetical and not as reliable as what
someone actually does in a given situation.
The survey was cross-sectional and not longitudinal. This limits the survey since
the age of participants was only 18 to 25. These individuals are at best only beginning
their careers and many haven’t started them. Their answers might change drastically once
they have been with an organization for a while and the cost of leaving that organization
is greater in terms of lost seniority and benefits. A longitudinal survey would contrast
answers of people at different places in their careers. Individuals who have been in their
careers longer or who now have greater financial responsibilities might not feel the
freedom to switch employment because of a perceived commitment to a good boss or for
shared values with the organization.
Results for studies on Millennials have sometimes deviated and one possible
reason is the way a question is asked. If that is true, then any question on the topic of
loyalty to an organization or boss may be influenced simply by the way the question is
asked. This will make it difficult to compare unequivocally data from this survey with
other surveys. This is also true for the findings on CA members’ preferences for working
alone or collaboratively. For instance, the reference to values and social practices of the
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organization may connote different meanings for respondents. From this survey it is
impossible to know whether CA members were interpreting the questions the same. This
is a limitation of this and many surveys.
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CHAPTER FIVE: SURVEY RESULTS ON MILLENNIAL JOB PREFERENCES
There were 261 valid surveys. Of those, 75 percent came from students in fouryear degree programs and 25 percent in two-year programs. The majority of students
were from state schools with only 17 percent from private colleges and universities.
Women made up 62 percent of the respondents and men 38 percent. There were seven
possible choices for race or ethnicity. Of those 73 percent chose white, eleven percent
chose Black or African American, eight percent Hispanic or Latino, five percent Asian,
one percent Native American or Alaska Native, one percent unknown, and no one chose
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander. The majority of respondents were born in the
U.S. Only 18 were born outside of the country.
Results on Leadership Preferences
CA members were asked to choose their preferred leadership style from a list of
four self-typing paragraphs. Eighty-five percent chose the paragraph describing servant
leadership, ten percent chose paternalistic, four percent laissez faire, and two percent
autocratic. The number of respondents who chose autocratic was four, three men and one
woman. Three were white and one was Black or African American. There were a total of
26 who chose paternalistic. They were split evenly between men and women. Five of the
respondents were Black or African American, three were Latino, and one was American
Indian. Though eleven percent of the total respondents were Black or African American,
that number increased to 19 percent for those choosing paternalistic. Likewise the Latino
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percentage was three percent higher than the percentage for all respondents, and whites
dropped from 75 percent to 65 percent.
Table 3. Leadership Preference
Style
Servant
85%
Percentage

Paternalistic
10%

Laissez-Faire
4%

Autocratic
2%

Laissez faire was given as the preferred leadership style for nine respondents. Of
these, four were men and five were women. The racial and ethnic percentages varied
even more than for the other leadership styles. Only 44 percent of the respondents in this
category were white and an equal number were Latino. One was Asian. The sample sizes
for leadership preferences other than servant were small. Though the total was only 39,
there is some indication that race and ethnicity influence leadership preference toward
laissez faire and paternalistic in non-whites. The autocratic results were too small to draw
any definitive conclusions. Of the 39 non-servant leadership responses, 38 were born in
the U.S.
Based on this survey, servant leadership is the overwhelming leadership
preference for Millennials. Paternalistic is a distant second choice, followed by laissez
faire, and a very small percentage prefer autocratic. Race and ethnicity appear to
influence leadership preference, with non-whites choosing servant leadership at a lower
percentage. The number of whites who chose a leadership preference other than servant
was 62 percent, even though they made up 75 percent of total respondents.
Work Attitudes and Job Retention
Several questions on the survey were intended to provide more data on the work
attitudes of Millennials. One question asked respondents whether they preferred to work
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alone or collaboratively to accomplish a task at work. The results were almost even with
49 percent preferring to work independently and 51 percent preferring to work in a team.
Another question asked how important is it that the respondents feel good about
the values and social practices of their employer. Sixty-four percent chose five on a oneto-five scale, saying it was extremely important to them. Another 28 percent said it was
fairly important. Only seven percent said it was somewhat important, less than one
percent said it was not very important, and no one said it didn’t matter at all. This adds up
to 99 percent who say it is at least somewhat important and less than one percent who say
it is not.
In a related question, respondents were asked how likely it was that they would
sacrifice pay and benefits to work at a company with values and social practices they felt
good about. When phrased this way, the results were slightly weakened. A total of 77
percent indicated that they were highly or somewhat likely to sacrifice pay and benefits,
16 percent said it could go either way, and eight percent said it was somewhat or very
unlikely. Though the responses were not as high as when respondents were only asked
how important the values of an organization were, they were still quite high.
Respondents were also asked whether a boss or company they liked was more
important to them. Fifty-seven percent said a company they liked was more important
compared to 43 percent who said a boss they liked. When asked how likely they were to
sacrifice pay and benefits to work at a company with a boss they liked, only ten percent
said they were highly likely to do so. Thirty-five percent said they were somewhat likely
and 36 percent said it could go either way. Sixteen percent said it was somewhat unlikely
and three percent said it was highly unlikely. In a final question about bosses,
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respondents were asked how likely they were to follow their boss to another employer if
they had the option to do so. For this question, 44 percent said it could go either way.
Thirty-seven percent said it was highly or somewhat likely they would leave and 19
percent it was somewhat or very unlikely.
Table 4. Findings for Five Point Rating Scales.
Importance

Extremely

Fairly

Somewhat

Not Very

64%

28%

7%

0%

Doesn’t
Matter
0%

Highly

Somewhat

Either Way

Sacrifice for Org.

37%

40%

16%

Somewhat
Unlikely
6%

Very
Unlikely
2%

Leave with Boss

8%

29%

44%

15%

4%

Sacrifice for Boss

10%

35%

36%

16%

3%

Values of Org.
How Likely

Based on these results, the values and social practices of the Millennials’
employers and working with a boss they like are both important. In comparing the two, a
company’s values and social practices are more important. Millennials are willing to
sacrifice pay and benefits, especially for a company with good values and social
practices. They are more likely than not to leave a company to remain with a boss they
like. Presumably leadership style is a significant factor of a boss’s likability. This
indicates that leadership style, along with the values of an organization, may play a role
in job retention.
Significant Correlations
The survey contained both nominal and ordinal questions. Pearson’s correlation is
preferred for ordinal data, which accounted for four of the questions. 1 The data was run

1

Joy Paul Guilford and Benjamin Fruchter, Fundamental Statistics in Psychology and Education,
5th ed., McGraw-Hill Series in Psychology (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Co., 1973), 282.
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through SPSS software using both Pearson’s r correlation and Spearman’s rank-order
correlation methods. The results were similar. Statistical correlations were found
primarily with those questions that were ordinal. Because the results were similar, only
the results of the Pearson’s correlation are used for this research. Correlation analyses
using the Pearson r correlation were interpreted based on the scale offered by Guilford
and Fruchter: (a) < .20 = slight, almost negligible relationship; (b) .20-.40 = low
correlation, definite but small relationship; (c) .40-.70 = moderate correlation, substantial
relationship; (d) .70-.90 = high correlation, marked relationship; and (e) > .90 = very high
correlation, very dependable relationship. 2
The strongest correlation found was between respondents willing to sacrifice pay
and benefits for a boss they liked and respondents willing to make the same sacrifice to
work for a company with values and social practices that they felt good about. The
Pearson correlation was moderate at .421, indicating a substantial relationship. This
relationship was slightly greater than the .382 correlation between the importance of
working for a company with values and social practices the respondents liked and the
willingness of the respondent to sacrifice pay and benefits to work for that company.
Though not as high a correlation, those who felt the company’s values were important
were also willing to make sacrifices to stay with a boss they liked (.216).
A very slight correlation indicated that women consider the values of a company
more important than men (.138). Similarly older respondents also considered this more
important with a correlation of .161. A slight correlation was found between those who
prefer to work collaboratively or in teams with those who feel the values and social
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practices of the company were important (.183). For those who would leave with a good
boss there was again a slight correlation with the importance of the company’s values
(.185) and their willingness to sacrifice for a boss they liked (.194). When asked whether
they felt a boss they liked or company they liked was more important to them, older
respondents were more likely to choose a boss (-.124).
Most of the correlations between the data were negligible with the exception of
the willingness of respondents to sacrifice both for a company’s values and for a good
boss. For these questions the correlation was substantial on the Guilford and Fruchter
scale. These two aspects of employment appear to be held in common frequently by
Millennials.
Table 5. Significant Correlations (Pearson’s r correlation)
Values of
Sacrifice for Boss
Organization
Women

r = .138*/p = .027

Age

r = .161**/p = .010

Sacrifice for Boss

r = .216**/p = .000

r=1

Leave with Boss

r = .185**/p = .003

r = .194**/p = .002

Prefer Collaboration

r = .183**/p = .003

Sacrifice for Org.

r = .382**/p = .000

Boss or Company

r = -.124*/p = .046

r = .421**/p = .000

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Data Results Contrasted to Literature Review on Millennials
This research, though small in scope, adds to the current literature on Millennials.
It was intended to clarify some of the characteristics of Millennials that might impact
their choice of employer and their longevity at a particular workplace. Engaging
Millennials effectively has significant ramifications for both the business and nonprofit
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sectors. The expense of hiring and training is only part of that cost. Work productivity,
though more difficult to relate to a specific dollar amount, is also a concern that impacts
the bottom line for businesses. Determining how to retain and fully engage Millennials is
a growing concern as more and more of them enter the workforce.
Millennial Leadership Preference
This research data supports the theory that when given a choice of leadership
styles, Millennials will choose servant leadership at a rate of 85 percent. Previous studies
such as the Student Leadership Practices Inventory by Kouzes and Posner have provided
evidence that Millennials might prefer servant leadership as a style by cataloguing
student’s answers about their best practices as a leader. 3 Though Kouzes and Posner are
known for transformational leadership theory, the answers they obtained from students
matched up with servant leadership characteristics. This current research, however, offers
straightforward, quantitative evidence that servant leadership is the preferred leadership
style of Millennials.
Though more research is necessary to confirm this, the study gave some
additional indication that this preference is held less strongly by non-white Millennials.
This may be supported by research such as the GLOBE Studies, which charted cultural
differences in power distance. Some cultures may prefer a more hierarchical leadership
style. This research did not attempt to address that question and the results were too
limited to reach a conclusion. 4

3
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Kouzes and Posner.

Only one respondent who indicated a preference for a non-servant leadership style was born
outside the United States.
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Millennials and Teams
The Millennial preference for teams has had little quantitative evidence to support
it, despite frequent claims by popular authors. In this research CA members were asked,
“When accomplishing projects or tasks at work, do you typically prefer to work: 1) alone
and independently; 2) in collaborative groups or as part of a team?” Their responses were
almost evenly split with 51 percent saying they preferred to work collaboratively or as
part of a team. This seems to indicate that Millennials have no distinct preference as a
generation.
One significant limitation to this study is that CA members’ primary exposure to
collaborative teams is probably in class projects. Class projects may differ dramatically
from the type of teamwork done in a work environment. It is not uncommon for one
person to do considerably more work than others in a class project. This can occur
because students do not all give the same value to high grades. Collaborating with
classmates can be much more complicated than collaborating in a work environment.
Students are not all working roughly the same hours in the same office building but must
coordinate calendars and arrange to meet around different schedules. Other classes, jobs,
and extracurricular activities all combine to create schedules that vary dramatically. This
makes even scheduling a meeting time challenging for students. Students who value high
grades may decide to simply do the work alone but feel frustrated that other students who
did little to nothing receive the same class credit.
These findings do not address the effectiveness of team leadership. The question
did not cover the concept of team leadership but only working in teams to accomplish a
task. Despite these limitations, this study does provide some empirical data that
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Millennials are not more predisposed toward collaborative teams but essentially the same
percentage of them prefer to work independently.
Millennial Attitude toward Company Values and Social Practices
Hershatter and Epstein describe Millennials as caring about institutional values
“because they are counting on working within organizations to drive change.” 5 Though
this statement may be compelling, it has little data to substantiate it other than the
Millennial desire to work for a company with a strong family feel to it. The results of the
present survey begin the process of providing measurable evidence that Millennials
intensely care about the values and social practices of the company for which they work.
Over 99 percent of respondents indicated that it was to some degree important to them
and 64 percent described it as extremely important. These findings were unequivocal and
noteworthy because of the lack of any substantial variance of opinion.
The majority of Millennials taking the survey (77 percent) similarly indicated
they were willing to sacrifice pay and benefits to work for a company with values and
social practices they felt good about. Respondents also indicated that they were more
willing to sacrifice pay and benefits for compatible values than to work with a boss they
like. These responses were strong and indicate that this is an area of Millennial job
attitudes that should be considered by organizations that employ Millennials.
Millennial Loyalty to Supervisors
Previous research has confirmed that Millennials rate good people to work for
highly. It has also indicated that Millennials expect supervisors to include them in
decisions and to act in their best interest. It has not, however, given any clear evidence of
5
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93
how loyal Millennials are or will be toward a boss they like. This research now presents
evidence that Millennials consider a good boss important, with 45 percent of them
indicating a willingness to make sacrifices to stay with one. Only 19 percent said it was
unlikely they would make sacrifices and 36 percent said it could go either way. When
asked to choose between the values of the company and a boss they liked, 43 percent said
they would choose a boss they liked. Though not the majority, it is still a high percentage
given that the question asked them to choose between a boss they liked and the values of
the company. Responses from other questions clearly indicated that the values of the
company for which they worked was very important to most Millennials taking the
survey.
On the topic of leaving a company to stay with a boss they liked, the results were
not as strong but still affirmed the importance of a boss they liked. Forty-four percent
said it could go either way but 37 percent said it was highly or somewhat likely they
would leave. Only 19 percent said it was somewhat (16 percent) or very (3 percent)
unlikely they would leave to remain with that boss.
Millennial Job Retention
Current research verifies that Millennials leave jobs more frequently than past
generations. They are willing to leave in order to advance their careers and they do not
have the expectation that they will remain in the same job for their entire career. This
survey explicitly asked how likely respondents would be to leave a company in order to
remain with a boss they liked. Thirty-seven percent responded it was likely. This survey
did not ask how likely they were to leave their job in order to work for a company with
compatible values and social practices. It did, however, ask how likely they were to
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sacrifice pay and benefits. Seventy-seven percent responded it was highly or somewhat
likely that they would sacrifice pay and benefits. Given the importance they placed on
this subject and their increased willingness to change jobs, it is reasonable to assume
Millennials would also leave an employer if the company did not have the compatible
values they desired.
These findings support the current literature that Millennials are willing to leave
their present employment if their expectations are not met. The findings further add to the
literature two factors that might cause a Millennial to leave: the values and social
practices of the company and a good boss.
Summary
This survey intentionally chose questions that might provide empirical data
concerning subjects for which little previous research had been undertaken. For this
reason limited comparison can be made. With that said, this survey offers unambiguous
evidence that servant leadership not only fits Millennial preferences well but is their
preferred leadership style. Millennials also place great importance on working with a
good boss. It is reasonable to project that Millennials will choose employment with a
servant leader over that of another leadership style. It is also reasonable to assume that a
Millennial will leave an organization that does not have servant leaders.
It is hard to know exactly what values and social practices respondents felt were
important for their employer to hold but the current literature does give some indication
of the answer. Millennials want to be part of the decision making process. They require
greater guidance than past generations and expect their leadership to both accommodate
and have more substantial personal contact with them. They assume that leadership will
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act in their best interest. They question authority and require explanations and
justification for rules instead of just following them. Finally, they are committed to
maintaining a good balance between work and personal life. More than past generations,
they expect work to be enjoyable.
The findings of this research are based on both empirical data and theoretical
arguments. The survey provides measurable data in support of the theoretical
conclusions, providing a unified argument that servant leadership is the preferred style
for Millennials.
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CHAPTER SIX: A CHANGING LANDSCAPE FOR LEADERSHIP PRACTICES
Overall Project Evaluation
The key findings of the survey are that 85 percent of Millennials prefer to work
under a boss who practices a servant leadership style. The values and social practices of
the organization for which they work are extremely important to Millennials. They are
willing to sacrifice pay and benefits in order to work for an organization that has
compatible values and good social practices. Millennials are willing to leave their
employer in order to remain with a boss with whom they like to work. They are also
willing to sacrifice pay and benefits to work for a good boss. There is no dominant
preference for working collaboratively or independently.
The greatest weakness of this research project is its size and scope. Larger studies
that encompass Millennials outside of a faith-based organization will strengthen the
results of the survey if they remain constant, and amend them if they are different. The
survey was intentionally limited to 18 questions so as to increase responses. Even so, it
was difficult to obtain the needed number of responses. This was in part due to the timing
of the survey, which fell between the end of the spring term for semester schools and the
beginning of the fall term. Though CA has a few quarter schools, these were not heavily
represented in the survey. The staff at these schools did not work as hard to encourage
students to take the survey. In locations where staff personally encouraged students to
complete the survey, the numbers of surveys increased dramatically.
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Some additional questions would have strengthened the survey. It would have
been helpful to ask more questions with the purpose of clarifying responses. For instance,
choosing servant leadership as the preferred style could be followed with questions about
past behavior. Did respondents ever leave a job because of the style of leadership? What
has been the impact of past employment with a leader whose style the respondent did not
like? Questions like these would help explain the impact of leadership styles that are not
preferred by Millennials.
For the questions about working with a boss they liked, it would be helpful to
discover what characteristics or behaviors they liked about that boss and see whether
their answers affirm their preferred leadership style. Asking the converse question about
working with bosses they did not like might add depth to the research. What in particular
did they not like and do their answers demonstrate a leadership style other than servant?
In the area of values it would be helpful to better understand what values and
social practices are important to Millennials. Research indicates that a “family feel” is
important to them but it is not clear that this is what they were thinking about when they
indicated that a company’s values were extremely important to them. Their motivation
for considering values and social practices as important is another area for which
additional information would be helpful. Do they consider values important because they
want to change their world or is there another motivation?
Another area of interest is the correlation between race and leadership style
preferences. It would be helpful to know how cultures with greater power distance impact
servant leadership as the preferred choice. To determine that, respondents would need to
give more background on their culture. For instance, one respondent was Asian but
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adopted by white parents. His culture is not Asian but the survey did not distinguish
between his circumstances and those of an Asian raised by Asian parents and ostensibly
within Asian culture. With such a small sample size, cases like this would influence the
overall results.
Lastly, more investigation is needed to determine how gender and age correlated
to the importance of a company’s values. If more questions were asked about the values,
results would indicate whether gender and age continue to show a statistical correlation.
These survey results raise many additional questions, even as they answer others.
Some added questions, had they been asked, might have given a clearer image of
Millennial preferences and concerns. Additional research is needed to clearly understand
the motivation and practices of the Millennial workforce.
Convergence of the Data on Leadership and Millennials
Servant leadership is the leadership style that best accommodates Millennials.
From a biblical perspective, it is the style presented by Jesus and practiced by the early
church. For a Christian organization such as CA, servant leadership is more than a good
fit but rather the ordained style of leadership for those following Christ. It is the style best
qualified to propel CA in the direction God desires, as leaders serve the needs of those
led. This in turn brings followers to a place of servant leadership themselves and
strengthens the community of believers. As leaders serve the needs of those around them,
CA will grow and become better equipped to accomplish its mission statement.
The style of leadership presented by Jesus is important regardless of compatibility
with any culture or generation. In the case of servant leadership it is also the best fit for
the Millennial generation. No other leadership style matches up as well as servant
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leadership to the characteristics and preferences of Millennials. From their expectation
that organizations will act in their best interests to their need for more guidance, servant
leadership is the style that best addresses their needs and concerns. The Millennial
propensity to leave a job to advance their career adds even more weight to servant
leadership. If Millennials are not happy with their job, they may go to an organization
with leaders they consider good. This is likely to be an organization with a style of
leadership they prefer. Even beyond the cost of Millennials leaving jobs, the effectiveness
of servant leadership makes it the obvious choice for any organization that employs or
works with Millennials.
The field research serves to affirm previous findings in some cases and to confirm
theoretical arguments in other cases. It gives a tangible percentage of Millennials who
prefer servant leadership. Though a strong theoretical argument has been made that
servant leadership would be the preferred leadership style, now there is empirical
evidence to support that. In this matter of servant leadership, the theological argument
lines up with a review of the literature and with this field research. All support servant
leadership as the appropriate leadership style for Millennials and indeed all generations,
for the Bible does not specify Millennials. The command is for all generations and all
peoples. Adding support to the biblical argument is the importance of avidly engaging the
generation currently entering the workforce. Any organization that fails to engage
Millennials will deprive itself of the fresh talent needed to replace individuals retiring. A
review of the Bible, the current research and the field research of this study all support
servant leadership as the best style for Millennials.
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Implications for the Church and Christian Nonprofit Environments
For the church and Christian nonprofit organizations, leadership is as imperative
as it is for the secular marketplace. The fundamental difference between the two is that
whatever leadership style is adopted for a Christian organization should be compatible
with the teachings of Jesus. Historically this has not always been the case. Perhaps the
lack of a clear model of servant leadership has convoluted the concept and practice of
servant leadership. Regardless of the reason, churches and Christian nonprofit
organizations have commonly modeled themselves after the secular business world. For
many churches this has meant utilizing a decidedly hierarchical structure, 1 which directly
conflicts with Jesus’ command for leaders to be servants of those they lead (Mark 10:4244). Churches often apply the qualifications for elders to the solitary senior pastor of the
church. These qualifications were not given to a single leader but to a group of elders.
Unfortunately, the team leadership model described in the New Testament is not
completely compatible with the business concept of a CEO.
Along with seeking a leadership structure that is biblically based, churches and
Christian nonprofits must continually recruit new members. As Millennials continue to
attend college and enter the workforce, they represent many of these new members.
Recognizing their leadership preference is vital for the continued health of the church and
nonprofits. Millennials will gravitate toward organizations that fit their idea of leadership.
Their desire to have input in decisions is likely to spread beyond their workplace to their
churches and campus ministries. Those institutions that ignore this reality will eventually
lose the loyalty of Millennials, even if they provide a quality worship experience and
sustain great social media capabilities.
1
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For older churches with significant membership numbers among Boomers or
Generation X, attracting Millennials is still important. Any church that fails to attract the
next generation dooms itself to an eventual death. If Millennials will not attend a church
then the generation that follows them will never be introduced into the church as
children. Eventually the average age of church members increases and the inevitable
decline occurs as members pass away and are not replaced by younger members.
For campus ministries such as CA, the need to accommodate Millennials is even
more important. Not only are students Millennials but most new staff are also part of the
Millennial generation. If students are unhappy with the leadership structure of a campus
ministry they will choose another ministry that fits them better. As student numbers
decline in a ministry, so does the recruitment of new staff. Without new staff, the
ministry cannot expand to new campuses and will eventually struggle to maintain the
campuses it has. Compounding the problem, the younger new staff are the most able to
adapt to the constantly changing environment of campus. If they are no longer being
recruited, the ministry loses their ideas and natural ability to relate well to students.
Instead of introducing new ideas that will keep ministries fresh and current, ministries
will tend to use old forms that are better adapted to generations no longer attending
universities.
Churches, campus ministries, and many Christian nonprofits rely heavily on
volunteer labor. For volunteers good salaries and job security are not incentives to stay.
Millennials are willing to sacrifice pay and benefits to work with a good boss or a
company with values they like. For volunteers the inclination to leave is even stronger
when these preferences are not met. Larger churches may be able to hire more staff but

102
without volunteers most churches will be weakened. For campus ministry, which is
typically not staffed to the degree a church is, the need for student leaders is critical.
These leaders not only provide labor for the ministry but many campus ministries view
leadership development as part of the ministry’s objectives. This means that the ministry
must attract and retain students with strong leadership skills. Unfortunately, these are
exactly the students who will leave if the leadership structure is not one they like. The
potential to develop leadership in students will subsequently be negated if they find the
ministry’s leadership style undesirable.
The positive implications of this research is that Millennials’ strong concern about
the values and social practices of the company for which they work may indicate that
they will be values-driven in their personal commitments. If churches, campus ministries,
and Christian nonprofits are driven by values and social concerns that match up with
those of Millennials, these institutions may find a committed volunteer workforce in
Millennials. Just as an undesirable leadership style will produce negative results, so will a
positive style produce the opposite result. Those organizations that model a servant
leadership structure will see growth and increased health as Millennial leadership is
drawn to them.
Implications of Survey Results for Business
The implications of this research for businesses are significant. Recruiting,
interviewing and training of new staff are a major cost. This research indicates that many
Millennials will leave their job to work with a boss they like. It also indicates that the
values and social practices of a company are important enough to Millennials that they
are willing to sacrifice pay and benefits to work at a company that is compatible with
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their values. Though this research studied intentions, previous research has confirmed
that Millennials do change jobs more frequently than previous generations. 2 Combining
this research with the previous findings presents a strong possibility that Millennials will
leave an employer if their preference for leadership and commitment to certain values
and social practices are not met.
Businesses will lose money if they do not accommodate Millennial preferences,
but this research reveals another drawback. Businesses that practice a leadership style
other than servant leadership will likely experience the loss of their best Millennial
leaders. Though this research asked only about working with a boss they liked, it is
reasonable to assume that a leader practicing servant leadership, their preferred style,
would be more attractive to them. Millennials who leave a business because of frustration
with a non-servant style of leadership can no longer become leaders in that business
themselves. Their departure leaves fewer potential leaders to promote to leadership,
which will potentially restrict the quality of leader being promoted. Businesses that desire
to be competitive must recruit and retain superior leadership. This objective is
compromised if the leadership style of a company is unattractive to Millennials.
Kouzes and Posner asked students to describe their personal leadership when it
was at its best. 3 Their responses described many of the attributes of servant leadership.
This provides some evidence that students will lean toward servant leadership as the style
of leadership they not only prefer but also practice. Millennial leaders who practice
servant leadership will be frustrated by a company that practices another leadership style.
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In such cases they may take their leadership strengths to a more compatible company.
Again, the loss of strong leadership will make a company less able to compete with other
businesses.
A final implication of this research concerns today’s rapidly changing business
environment. Senge’s description of a leader of a learning organization is best met by a
servant leader. 4 Hickman’s work also affirms that periods of rapid change are best
addressed by servant leadership, which embraces a shared leadership model. This model
is important because it seeks to develop employees who then add their insights and
strengths to finding the best direction and practices for the organization. 5 The efficacy of
servant leadership in times of rapid change, combined with the Millennial preference for
servant leadership, are strategically important to businesses that desire to be competitive.
These businesses need a servant leadership style to navigate the business climate today
and Millennials will work well with that style. Millennials are a valuable asset in times of
change. Many of the most challenging changes, including technology, are more
comfortable for them. 6 If business ignores Millennial leadership preferences it will lose
their talent and their unique abilities to navigate and thrive in times of rapid change.
Ultimately such a decision will reduce a business’ capability to get ahead in a global
market that is undergoing constant change.
Adding this research to the biblical teaching on leadership and the literature on
Millennials underscores the importance of servant leadership. It is not only the style
given to Christ’s followers but it is the preferred style of Millennials. For a Christian
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organization like CA that works primarily with Millennials this gives clear direction.
Servant leadership is critical. It is the biblically correct style and it is the style that will
produce the greatest success. For the greater business environment the biblical teachings
have less influence but the value of servant leadership is still compelling. It is the best
model for a rapidly changing marketplace. It will attract and retain effective Millennial
workers and leadership. Finally, it will decrease the cost of recruitment and training by
reducing Millennial turnover. Any other style of leadership will be less effective for the
current marketplace and for the growing Millennial workforce.
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CHAPTER SEVEN: FROM HERE TO THERE
Researcher’s Personal Journey
The researcher accepted her current position as Director of Campus Ministry in
2003. Working with a team of area directors (ADs), the ministry of CA began to
experience growth. Creating a structure to accommodate that growth became a major
concern for the researcher. After interviewing other people in similar positions and
reading many books, the prevailing wisdom was to hire good people. This advice was
simplistic and seemed inadequate for the CA situation at that time.
At this point, two things happened within a short space of time. Another director
advised the researcher to move away from a positional concept of leadership and rather
assign responsibilities to those with expertise and strengths in a given area. Shortly after
this conversation, the researcher received a notice from Bethel Seminary about a Doctor
of Ministry program on Servant Leadership for Team and Organizational Effectiveness.
After reading the description of the degree and speaking with the Director of the Doctor
of Ministry program, the researcher enrolled in the degree program in 2011. Each class
seemed to give more insight into developing a new structure for CA that would allow the
ministry to sustain and even increase the current growth.
Initial research done as part of the Doctor of Ministry program indicated that 86
percent of CA was already practicing servant leadership. Most intriguing was the
discovery that those ADs who were rated highest as servant leaders were the directors of
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areas experiencing the greatest growth. The Director of Ministry began coaching ADs
and campus directors in the practice of a servant leadership style. Most began adapting
their leadership to a style more like servant leadership.
The next step was to form leadership teams that began to guide the direction of
each region. This was done in 2012. Regions were made up of two to three areas and staff
were chosen for nine different positions. These positions were formed by taking the job
description for ADs and breaking off those characteristics that provided services for and
invested in the development of the staff. The staff were chosen for a position based on
strengths and experience in a given area. These teams began meeting immediately in a
combination of physical and virtual meetings. Team leadership and change theory were
applied to the process. In 2013 the first meetings of the combined three regional teams
were held, and team leaders holding the same position in each regional team initiated or
increased their collaboration together. The teams reached a new level of function and
direction for CA and the results were apparent. The growth of CA stabilized into a steady
increase in staff, ministries, and student involvement.
The success of the new structure was beneficial in the increased services provided
for staff in the areas of fund raising, resourcing, and new staff training. These increased
services for staff resulted in a 50 percent growth in staff numbers between 2012 when the
teams were formed and the present. Student involvement numbers have increased more
than 25 percent during that same time period, and should increase further once new staff
have raised their support and been trained, typically in about three years.
The acceptance of servant leadership style by the CA leadership was not a
difficult process. Most ADs who were lower in their servant leadership rating in the
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initial survey taken in 2011 were open to increasing their servant leadership skills. The
lowest AD rating was 50 percent, indicating that some servant leadership skills were
always in place. However, a conflict over servant leadership did develop with some
leaders at the home office for the mission agency. Though the president has always
maintained a commitment to a decentralized leadership structure, some of the other
leaders came from an autocratic background. Two home office leaders brought a more
autocratic or paternalistic style into their interactions with CA staff, with negative
consequences. In both cases, the president chose to terminate their interaction with CA
staff in order to resolve the leadership style conflicts. During the same time period, one
AD was removed from his position because of repeated conflict with his staff over his
autocratic leadership style. These periodic conflicts did not appear to have a negative
impact on CA, which became the largest category in the mission agency in 2009 and has
maintained that place to the present.
Personal Insights into Campus Ministry Leadership
Through the researcher’s biblical study into servant and team leadership, a strong
theological commitment to both has developed. This has resulted in servant and team
leadership not simply being viewed as a good style but as the biblically correct style.
Within a Baptist tradition many popular ideas are disregarded unless they can be
supported by Scripture. The ability to support these two aspects of leadership biblically
has given greater force to the researcher’s argument in favor of both. The historical study
of plural elders in the early church added weight to the argument that originally the
church began under a team leadership model in which leaders served the needs of their
followers.
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The research into the effectiveness of servant and team leadership further built the
case for these leadership aspects beyond the Christian environment. It became not just
biblically correct but the most effective course of action for businesses and nonprofits.
Through research, classes, and personal study the researcher gained a better ability to
articulate leadership ideas. This was important in her role as Director of Campus
Ministry. All of these factors came together to assist in the CA organizational change to a
strengths-based team leadership model based on servant leadership.
Late in the process of this research, the researcher was assigned a new supervisor.
His style was autocratic, though like many leaders he did not understand how his topdown style was not servant leadership. The researcher had never before worked under
this style. It is difficult to know how the researcher might have responded prior to her
Doctor of Ministry degree program but the reaction in this instance was strong. It was
immediately obvious to the researcher that this autocratic leadership style was not
compatible with the direction CA had taken. On a more visceral level the researcher
experienced a strong dislike for the style, which resulted in a loss of motivation and
ministry drive. Instead of feeling supported and affirmed, the researcher felt disrespected
and insulted. Previous supervisors had conveyed a very different message. Their
willingness to first listen to the researcher’s stated needs and then to assist her in making
her ministry successful created loyalty and a teamwork experience. The autocratic style
resulted in resentment and distrust. Few experiences could have better underscored the
strength of servant leadership and the harm of an autocratic style for the researcher.
Fortunately the situation was quickly resolved with a change in supervision for the
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researcher, allowing her once again to relate to a supervisor with a more servant style of
leadership.
Developing individuals has always been a passion for the researcher, and through
this course of study an enhanced commitment to being a servant leader and producing
servant leaders has grown. The staff of CA are considered by the researcher to be the
greatest asset of the ministry. Staff skill development and spiritual refreshment and
growth are seen as critical facets of CA’s success. As such, the researcher regularly
reminds staff to care for themselves and protect their personal time. Some staff who have
worked for other Christian organizations have reported that this message was new to
them. In their past experience in ministry cultures long hours were seen as a badge of
commitment. Sometimes staff almost competed with one another to prove who gave the
most energy to the ministry. This sounds not only detrimental to organizational health but
biblically wrong. Christian organizations should never see staff as a commodity to use up
but as an investment to nurture. Staff should be encouraged to set strong ministry and
time boundaries that protect the staff and allow them to remain in ministry for the long
haul.
A greater commitment to Millennials is another outcome of this research. They
have many strengths and desirable characteristics that will benefit the organizations with
whom they work. Helping other generations to see their positive traits and gain a
commitment to engage them adeptly has become a stronger goal of the researcher.
Knowing that their preferred leadership style is also the biblical leadership style has only
solidified this objective. Any attempt to force them to work under another leadership
style will in most cases result in undesirable outcomes. In such cases they will often
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choose to leave. Even if they stay they will be unhappy and less productive. The
researcher has always considered herself an advocate for college students but now she
feels she has many more tools at her disposal to accomplish that role.
Students are at a pivotal point in their lives. They arrive on campus often unsure
of themselves. A campus minister has the potential to exert a significant positive
influence on their lives. By believing in them and giving them skills and encouragement
to grow in those skills, campus ministers can establish a new direction for students.
Students’ insistence that the organizations they work for or are involved in have desirable
values is good news for campus ministry and the church. Both organizations are driven
by values that may be very attractive to students. Campus ministry should invite students
to change their world for the better. This research has helped the researcher craft her
message to students. Students’ desire to make a difference in the world should compel
campus ministry to help them achieve that goal. Their social concerns and the biblical
mandate come together perfectly in this regard. For the researcher this provides even
more confirmation of the call she received as a college student to become a campus
minister and serve as an ambassador for Christ on the campus.
Further Study
Servant leadership is relatively new in the field of leadership research. It is also
frequently misunderstood. Many leaders who claim to be servant leaders neglect the
major tenet of servant leadership to seek input from the follower. Rather than model
servant leadership they insist on giving orders and claiming privileges for their position.
For some servant leadership means a weak leadership style that cannot implement change
or handle difficult situations. This is not the case. The impact of these misconceptions on
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servant leadership are advantageous areas of further study. More studies that define
servant leadership and identify its effectiveness are needed to thrust this valuable
leadership style to the forefront of leadership theory.
Millennials and leadership is a brand new area of study. Much more research
needs to be done to understand their reaction to different leadership styles. This research
hints that they may be more likely to leave a business if they dislike the leadership style
of their supervisors but further research is needed to confirm that. It will likewise be
interesting to observe what percentage of Millennials practice servant leadership. If they
practice servant leadership, what will be the impact on the marketplace as more and more
businesses adopt a servant leadership structure? Lastly, how successful will servant
leadership be in campus ministry with students? Students are young and inexperienced.
Will they thrive under a servant leadership model or do they need more direction?
Though they prefer servant leadership, is it best for them? Many people doubt that
servant leadership is the most effective style for college students but this researcher
believes further study will confirm the effectiveness of servant leadership in the campus
ministry venue and for the greater marketplace today.
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APPENDIX
SURVEY ON LEADERSHIP PREFERENCE
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APPENDIX
Survey on Leadership Preference
1. Name [text box]
2. Email [text box]
3. School [text box]
4. Campus Director [text box]
5. Degree Program: [dropdown menu]
1. 4 year
2. 2 year
6. Type of school: [dropdown menu]
1. Private
2. State
7. Gender: [dropdown menu]
1. Male
2. Female
8. Country of origin [text box]
9. Ethnicity/Race: [dropdown menu]
1. Hispanic or Latino
2. American Indian or Alaska Native
3. Asian
4. Black or African American
5. Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
6. White
7. Ethnicity/Race unknown
10. Age [text box]
11. Please choose which of the four paragraphs below best describes the leadership
style you prefer to work under at your job. [check box]
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1. Leadership decisions are made primarily by those at the top and other
employees are rarely consulted. Staff are expected to follow instructions even
if they strongly disagree with them.
2. Leadership decisions are made primarily by those at the top and employees
have limited input into decisions. Leaders make their decision based on what
they feel is best for the staff. Staff are encouraged and cared for by the
leadership even if they don't have much input into decisions.
3. Leadership decisions are made by the leader or staff best qualified to make the
decision and for that reason leaders work to match the strengths of the
employee to the job. Leaders express a high concern for the wellbeing of the
staff and function more as partners in the ministry.
4. Leadership leaves the staff to work independently. Leaders do not provide
much guidance or direction and step in only when there is a serious problem
or need.
12. Which style of leadership is practiced at your local campus ministry? [check box]
1. Leadership decisions are made primarily by those at the top and other
employees are rarely consulted. Staff are expected to follow instructions even
if they strongly disagree with them.
2. Leadership decisions are made primarily by those at the top and employees
have limited input into decisions. Leaders make their decision based on what
they feel is best for the staff. Staff are encouraged and cared for by the
leadership even if they don't have much input into decisions.
3. Leadership decisions are made by the leader or staff best qualified to make the
decision and for that reason leaders work to match the strengths of the
employee to the job. Leaders express a high concern for the wellbeing of the
staff and function more as partners in the ministry.
4. Leadership leaves the staff to work independently. Leaders do not provide
much guidance or direction and step in only when there is a serious problem
or need.
13. If a boss you really liked was leaving, how likely would you be to go with that
boss to another place of employment, if you had the option to do so? [dropdown
menu]
5 – Highly likely
4 – Somewhat likely
3 – Could go either way
2 – Somewhat unlikely
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1 – Very unlikely
14. When accomplishing projects or tasks at work, do you typically prefer to work:
[dropdown menu]
1. Alone and independently
2. In collaborative groups or as part of a team
15. How important is it that you feel good about the values and social practices of the
company you work for? [dropdown menu]
5– Extremely important
4– Fairly important
3– Somewhat important
2– Not very important
1– Doesn’t matter at all
16. If you had to choose, is it more important to you that you have a boss you like or a
company you like? [dropdown menu]
1. Boss you like
2. Company you like
17. How likely are you to sacrifice some pay and benefits in order to work at a
company with a boss you like? [dropdown menu]
5 – Highly likely
4 – Somewhat likely
3 – Could go either way
2 – Somewhat unlikely
1 – Very unlikely
18. How likely are you to sacrifice some pay and benefits in order to work at a
company with values and social practices you feel good about? [dropdown menu]
5 – Highly likely
4 – Somewhat likely
3 – Could go either way
2 – Somewhat unlikely
1 – Very unlikely
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